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1. INTRODUCTION o & o ¢ o « o o o o o s s 06 s 0o o 0 0o 0 00 0o 1 _—
) . ‘ In this paper, research on teacher's judgments, mstmctionnl
1. TEAGERS' JUDGMENTS . v v v v o o v oo o oo o v o s wns 1 ’ ) '
. ° i . . pluming, nnd decisionmaking.during classroom Lnt-rlction is rwiuod. '
- TII1. TEACHERS' PLANNING - . . « « ¢ o s o s o o o o o 6 0 0 ¢ 00 21
T, ) o Th- need for research on teaching ‘to exsmine teachers' judpontn, plm
1V. TEACHERS' INTERACTIVE DECISIONMAKING . . « -« & o o ¢ o T . 29
and decisions and their link to behavior, and not just behavior llpn- R -
V.  ANNOTATED REFERENCES . . .+ v o = s o o v oo o oo oo oo 38 ; 2
has ‘been justified-on several grounds. One justification is that a

»

i . s_ololy‘behlviornl model is conceptually incomplete. It cannot account
REFERENCES . o » + o o o o o oo o o o o o o o s o o o o o oo oo 78 - “for pradictable variations in,tuchors' behavior. arising from
* ' L differoncu in their goals, judgments, and d-cisions. A second

C . ’ justification is tlut ruurch linking - ‘teachers' m:-ntionn to their
- behlviof will provide a sound basis £or odur.ltin; teachers and “
' ilplemnting educational innoutiom. That i3, this research models

segments of the broader experience of teachers and so clarifies coherent

s * — . "

- prototypes for hpo‘rtnnt teaching activities. .
’ ' i * This research rests on two fundemental assusptions. The first
’ B “  assumption is that teachers are rational profcuionlls who, like oth-r i

: - profcuiomh such as physicians, make judponts and carry out “decisions

in ln,uncertli‘n, complex environment (e.g., Cllrk, 1978-79; National
. " Institute of Education, 1975; Shavelson, 1973, 1976; Shavelson and

Stern, 1981; Shulman & Elstein, 1975). This assusption of rationality . -

3

actually refers to teachers' intcntiom for their judgments“and

decisions rather than to their bihuvior for at iedst two reasomns.

. . ’ * ' The first, ‘most obvious -reason is thit sosa teaching situatim /,

call for immediate, rathar than reflective, responses that probably

>y

¢ precluda rationsl processing of information in saking an informed -

SN

E lC ’ . judgment or dacision. . s
)
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The second reason is that ¢ pornon s capecity for for-ul-tin; nnd

lolvin; co-plcx problems such ea those preaented in tesching 1: very

smsl] compsred to the snormity of some "ideal" model of retionelity® i
* person conatructs a simplified model o: the reel aituation in order to

handle its co-pl-xity T--chor., then, behave rationelly with with respect

= to the aimplified lodel of reelity thnt tho! have constructed. The

conception . of teachers--retionel Hithin the constraints of their

inforuation procesaing cnﬁcbilitics--loods to-a modification of the

firat sssusption: Teechers’ beheve ressonably in making judgments and

decisions. ;

The second -tsu-ption is that teechera' bohlviors-lre guided by
th-ir thoughts, jud;pontn and decisions. If thias 1: not true, "then

teachers are sutomate of some kind" (Fonst-r--ch-r, 1980, p. 36) )

.

A Reseerch on teechera' jidgments and decisions hes e cheracteristic

set of methods somevhet, different from previous correletionel and

-

experimental resesrch. Research on -teechera' mentel processes uses more

or leaa direct probes of teschers' thoughtn and judg. :nts. Theyﬁinélude
p;licy cepturing, lens modeling, proceaa téncing, stimuleted recell,
case study ;;d ethnogrephy (for discusaions of one or more of these
methoda, see Einhorn; xl-innunéz & Kl-fniuntz;~lg79; Ericsson & Simon,
1980; Erickson, 1979 s, b; Shul-nn s Elstein, 1375) s

Policy Cepturing snd Lens Modeling. Ina golicy c-pturin; stuay,
techers would be given (sey) deacrtiptions of 3% hypothetical students,
aystemetically v-tyih; five veriables nqch as studon; achievement,
gender, cless perticipstion, ability to work independently, and ‘

clasaroom. behevior. Each tescher would jud;--é-ch student’'s chance of

(say) eerning ¢ B everage or better et the end of the school yeer

Ic’ 6
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predictiona of eech student's reading preferencs).

Teschers' judgmenta-would t;en be predicted from the five vi;icbl-s
describing the student. The prediction equation would be interpreted as
e model of the teicher's policy for judging students' probsble auccesa.
Policy capturing modela turn ouglgé %c quite simple in form--typicelly e
simple edditive model aeldom with more than three veriebles often

predicts judgments quite well-~even though the model may represent

‘fcifly complex judgmentel stretegies (Einhorn et el., l9i9).

There are; however, seversl problems in the .application of thia
!

approsch: (1) Ty£1c111y policy cqpturini ttud;-s are carried out in a
leboratory with hypotheticel judgmental tesks, elthough thia need not be
the cese. Hence, & quesiion of generalizebility ariaea.. (if Prodictib;
squations typicelly combine date from ell of ;h. t--ch-rs in a study.
However; this lssu--n thet eech tescher hes exactly the asme:-policy. -
Cedwell (1980) hes shown both theorsticelly and OIpiticllly th-t thia
usually is not the é-se; subsets of teachera may shere the same policy”
or esch teacher may heve ¢ unique policy. (3)" Greet cere must be‘taken
in 1ﬁt-rpret1n; the results of the policy coptu?in; ltudy: }h.
prediction equetion provides an "es-if" model; it does not mean thet
t-;chers sctuslly teke a weighted aum of the variasbles.

In e long modeling l£udy, thr.e pieces of informetion are zrequired:
(e) a criterion measure of the event being judged (say, atudents' }
preferences for resding materiels), (b) e list of cues predictive of the
criterion meesure (sey, presence ori-bs-nc- of fantesy, snizals, danger,
nnd.hunor), and (c)tfccch-rs' judgmenta of students’ preferences (i.s.,.

-

The correlation

. b o

betysen e tescher's pr-dictions of ttud-ntn reeding pr-fcr-nc-s lnd

»

students’ ectuel preferences provides a messure of -overell jud;--ntnl
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accuracy. And a regression of ‘a teacher's judgments on the cues
provides a wodel of the teachers' policies for reaching their judg-e;ti.
The problems in this ;pprglch are similar to those of policy :capturiag.

3 - \
Proc-ss Tracing® and Stisulated Recall. In a process tracing study,

subjects are asked to "think.nloud" while perfor-tﬁi’:'insk solving &

problem, or rclchin; a decision. Fot nxn-ple, Pot-rson, lex and Clark

' (1978) asked teachers to think aloud while they pllnned,l social studies

“p

lesson. The verbal protocol becomes the.data to be-analyzed. The-
analysis may be content analysis (e.g., the number of references to
behavioral objectives is counted) or a flow chnr; -odelin;‘th. teacher's
thought prsé-si-; (e.g., Fig 2). ’ .

With stimulated recall (typically used when process tracing
interferes with task performances) a t:nchor's lesson is either audio-

or videotaped and, after the lesson (or after school, depending on

A

-scheduling), -played back to the teacher who attempts to recall the

" covert -ontnl lctivitios that accompunied the overt behavior

El{lc

JAruitoxt Provided

Both techniques use verbal r-ports as data baaring on th- cognitive
processes of teachers. They assume thnt teachers are able and willing
to articulate thef} thou;hf processeas. This assumption of introspection
has a long and controversial history (cé. Nisbett and Wilson, 1977;
Ericsson and- Simon,. 1980). Ericsson-and Simon (1980) provide en.
snalysis of when introspective-data are accurate and when they are not.

They (Ericsson & Simon, 1980, p. 247) concluded that:

-

“1t is time to abandon the careéless charge of "introspection"
as a maans for disparaging such data. They describe human
behavior that is as readily interpreted as any oth.r human
behavior. To omit thes when we are carrying the "chain and -
traniéit of objective measurement" is only to mark as terra
incognita large aress on the map of human cognition that we

. know perfectly well how to survey. B} <

’

23 -
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Case Study and Ethnography. A case study is a narrative account of
an object of social inquiry such l: a classroom, & schpoi system or any
other bounded lysiem (cf. Stake, 1978). Ethnography is a narrative
LI . -

study (usually more descriptivo than theoreticll) of a boundod systes in

its cultural context. The more psychologically and cognitively oriented

" sthnogiaphers assume that "individuals have meaning structures that

determine such of their behavior...[andj that }h-y l%-k_to dfscov-rxwhlt

. these meaning structures are, how they develop, and how they influence

behavior, in as comprehensive and objective a fnshion as possible”
(Wilson, 1977, p. 254). Qualitative rqs-lrcﬁ, then, "is predicated upon ’
the qs;unption that an 'inner und-rstlndin;'&-nnslhs the comprehension
of human bshavior in greater depth than is possible from the study of
surface behavior, from plper]lnd pencil tests and from standardized.

interviews" (Rist, 1979,%p. 20).

¥

The assumptions of qﬁnl{fngiv. research are quite consistent with.a
major premise of research on iéngh-rs' decisionmaking, viz., in order to
understanding teaching, teachers' ;o{}s, judgments and decisions must be
understood, especially in relation to ‘teachers' behavior and the
classroom context. The potential contribution of qualitative research

to r-s-nrch on teaching is that fieldwork --thods (s.g:, participant

observation, focused interviewing) and analytic _!ggggg___ (e.3.,

development of conceptual and categorical systems fro- th- data

themselves) have been developed by qualitative r-s-nrch-rs and have

their cancns of ;ethodologic11 rigor just as quantitative --tﬁb@: do-

(e.g., Erickson, 1979, b; Filstead, 1970; Wilion, 1977). A
The fact that qualitiative methods have their own canons of

methodologial rigor is often blurred by the misuse of these msthods




A . :

(lllt, 1980). Zrickson (1979b) pointed out a nusber of limitations end

potontinl .problems with athnographias, some.of which arise whan the

methodological canons bscoms blurred: (a) Ti-in;--by‘tho tise the

ethnology is written up, it is too lata for use in tha short run. (b)

anidity--lthno;rnphnrs msay not hava bean intansive onou;h, or they may

hava boon inapt; the informants may not hava been lrticulntn, or thay

say have concealed information. (c) Suplrficinlity--dlscription nay

have stopped at surfaca appearances. (d) Evidentiary adequacy--tha
@ <

leval of inferenca about overall trends may not be supported by the

data. ) A :
Mathodological Adequacy of the Studias Raviewad. The studies
exsmined in this raview hava us.d a wide variety of rasssrch mathods.
The sethodological adaquacy of the findings of some types of studies
(e.3., expsrisents with.standard psychometric instruments) are aasiar to

avaluate than other types of studies (a.g., short reports of

* athnographies, stimulated recall data). Researchars studying teachars'

thoughts, judgments, and docf:iont oftan do not: (a) provide adaguata
descriptions of thair methods, (b) incorporata methodological checks in
thair studies, or (c) systematically study methods used in this fiald of
research. Given thasa 1imitations, it ‘'was virtually ispossibla to
critically avalusta some of tha 1nd1v1dunl‘stud1¢s axaminad in the
raview. In this cass, goplicnbility was used as a criterion for
including the study. If studias which, individually, could not be
«valuated ldnqu:;lly on methodologicsl ;roﬁnds produced consistent

results, they wera included.

19
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Judgment refers to the process of evaluating or cntl;o:iziAi a

parson or £ object. Often tha procass of judgment is called

classification, salaction ov sstimation. This procass is not simsply rhe ‘

application of a ruls; jud;-ent goes blyond the-availebla 1n£or-¢tion.
adding information as tho procass progresses (cf. Shulsan and !lstoin

1975). ° !

Taachers classify studants. Teachars, for example, classify
students according to sbility. This classification-can be saen in the

-o-bcrship of diffarant rlndin; groups, taams, and so on. Taachars

L

snloct studants for rafarrals to special aducation, to tasks such-ss
taking attendanca, raading an essay, and the lika. llnd ‘teachars
estimate students' ability, class participation, independencs, self-
concept and so on.

Judgmant, then, permeates tilching.A«It is an inpbrtlnt procass
that, until recantly, has buen given littl; systematic attention by °

reseachers .on teaching, and evan less attantion by teachar trainafs.

Conceptuslizations of Teachers' Judgments

Perhaps one of tholfirst attempts to COnCIptulli;e tha judgncntnf
processes usad by teschers was reported by Varnar in 1923, Act;ll}y
Varner was studying the accuracy of taschars' ratings of students'
inteliiglncc becausa, in the absence of maasurements of traits othar

than intalligenca, taachers' ratings of these traits would have to be

S - 11




uwsed. In the case og‘igc-iligonqg, o criterion--the 1Q test--existed.

Teachers' reting of students' intelligence.could be -compered-with this
criterion. From Ehis'co-pirison,,V-rn-r reesoned, a géneraliZetion
“>

could be drawn about the eccurecy of teecl.ers' reting of other traits.

Vggn-r‘(l’zz. 1923) assumed thet teachers' retings (i.4:, estimetes ’

of students' intelligence, hance judincnts)'w-r- ineccurete. He

identified five fcctors thet contributed to this in-ccur-cy end, by

~

doing so, d-v.lopod . conc-ptu.liz-tion of the jud;n-n:.l process not

unlike some aspects of present-duy conc;ptpoyjz-ticns

Gae fector ihfluencing -tesches' judgments wes that teachers tended
to be influ-ncod by treits other than ingolligonc-'in reting
intelligence (e.g., industr:’, porsonllit;, dppeerance). This fector,

then, is akin to a-helo effect in the judgmentel process (ses Heuristics

below; ses also Tescher Expectency).

«

A second fector wes thet some teschers feiled to teke students'
eges into eccount when reting their int-lli;-nc-. Verner presented
evidence. that, es -xg-ctéd, teecher retings correlsted higher with an
int-lligon;- quotient then with mentel-age scores. In other wozds,

< teachers feiled to consider eveileble informetion which could increess

> N '

the eccurecy of their retings. -
- Thiid. the sccurecy of teschers' retings wes lower for younger

. children. than for older children. For example, ‘Verner (1922) found thet

teechers' /cl-ssific-tions of children into the highest and lowest 20th

percentiles more closely epproximeted a clessificetion based on

’ intelligence test scores for eighth grede students (42% correctly
l classified in the hi;h-st group; 63% corr-ctly classified in the lowest

ggoup) than for seccnd grede students (22% and 53%, respectively). This

~

:’? k~ 12

-

finding is co?sist-nt with current psychometric data; measurements on
very young children era liss reliable than lolgurqnonts on older
children due, in pert, to di’fur.ncos in retes of intellactual,

emotionell, nnd~-xgeriont1-l‘;routh.

A fourth f@ctsr wes the inebility ef—t;ach-rs to compere their

pupils-with pupils in genersl of corresponding grade levels. Put in

nore moiern terms, teechers' relative jud;nonés (ordering-of students
within their clesses) were mors eccurete than their absolute judgments

of their students’' I1Q scores This fIna1n. is consistent.with

|
T e

psychometric theory and.empiricel findings that errors of meesurement
essocieted with ebSolute judgments sre grester than or equel to errors
essocisted with reletive jud;nent:\}!:;.. Shevelscn and Webb 1981).

N\
The. fifth fector wes the teschers'\tendency to rete students too

high. Teechers tended not to want to rete

B

cconsistent with receit findings of .leniency §n<\:9:‘iinnpl-, greding.

Verner (1923) coiiducted -¢ series of studies‘which provided a test
of this conceptuslizetion of t;q;h-r judgment. He cqestructcd d-tqiiod\

e}

instructions and e reting form which addressed eech f;étgf. He
de-onstr-t-d, under e vnriet) of conditions, that t-och-r;\ Tetings
using his reting instrument wers more eccurste thnn r-tings made Hithou
it. For gglmpl-, in one study, corrclct#pns Qf teachers' r-tin;s\b
without the 1nstru--n} with IQ test scores rauged from 0.31 to o.71g:1
e medien of 0.58 uhile,théi. retings with the instrument rnn;-g_f:o-
0.63 to 0.70 with ¢ medien ofbo.ék. Corrslations with mentel-age scot;
of retings of MA without the instrument ranged from 0:23 to .66 (wedian

= 0.42) while with the instrument, the correI{Eions ranged from 0.39 to

0.81 (median = 0.64).
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. About SO years later, Shavelson (1973, 1976; sees &lso Shulman and
Elstein 1!75) developped a -odol of teachers' judgments nnd podn;o;icsl
decisions as a heuristic for or;nnizin; and conducting ressarch on
é..chin;. The nod.} sug;-st-d a set of questions and conjectures sbout
what inforsation teachers ug:—in making pedagogical judgments, how. this
1nfornnt1&h is integrated to reach judgments, and how institutional
constroints and individual differences between teachers affect these

: jndg-cnts (s-- Fig. 1).

The model sssumes that teaching is a process by which tsnchurs maks
r-nsonubl- judgments and deciszions with the intent of optimizing student
outcomes (Shavelson 1976). While teachers' judgments and decisiocncaking

- ’
does not always mstch this description, it-seems to apply to many goal-
oriented teaching situations.-For axawple, in recalling their thoughts
while viewing s videotape of their t..bhin':Z:/ '

- Teachers were most affected by their concern for the pupil ard
based many of their decisions on what they surmized was
happening with.the individual student.... Content accounted
for the bulk of ‘the remaining concerns voiced. Teachers

* ’ apparently focused much of their attontion on what was
.occurring during the lesson, i.s., what the students were
haaring, saying, doing, and feeling (McNair 1978-79, p. 32).
. ] [l
Teachers are seen as active agents with many instructional techniques at
their disposal to help students reach some goal. In order to choose
from this repertoire, they must integrate a large amount of information
about students from a variety of sources. And this information must
somshow be combined with their own beliefs and goals, the nature of the
N instructional task, the constraints of the situation, and so on, i.

order to reach a judgment (for details, see Shavelson and Stern 1981).

’
)

]

- N

-

=11 - .
Hor- spccxficnlly, the'model (Fig. 1) identified some importent -
factors which may affect teachers' judgments. Teachers have nv-ilnblg
large amount of information nﬂcut their students. Teachers ulu‘lly seek -

|.|.

information about their students' general lbility or achievemerit, class
pprticipltion, self-concept, social compstence, independence, classroom
behavior and work hchits (Shavelson and Stern, 1981). This information
comes from many sources such as their own, informal observations,

7

anecdotal reports of other teachers, standardized test scores and school

»

records (sie Shavelson and Stern, 1981, for refereiices). In ord-r~t9
o &

h;ndle the information overload, tclchigs integrate this information
into judgments nb;ut the stud-nt's.éo;nigivi, affective and bahavioral
states (see Shavelson and Stern, 1981, f;r references). Thése

jud;ments, if relevant, -sre usad in -akin‘vp-dl;ogicll decisions (o ; ’

~

Shlvelson 1976). c -

.

Attributions and heuristics'fFis; 1) posits. that iﬁfotnltion is
sclec;cd and- integrated by teachers to reach s judgment, in part, on the
basis of a few heuristics ;nd‘thcir attributions for the cqgégs'g§‘
events. Teachers' attributions for ‘the causes of achievement may scrve
as the basis fo; teachers' judgments about students, such as student
ability, effort, and clnss;oo- behavior (cf. Borko and=Shavelson 1978).
Thus, the literature on attribution theory in general and achievement
attribution in patticular is pertinent; it has been reviewed by Killey
and Michela (1980) and Weiner (1977; ses also Borko and Shavelson 1978;
Nisbett and Ross 1980) ‘and 80 will not ‘be reviewed here.

Due to the inability of people to handle, simultaneously, large

smounts of information, they use heuristics for gol-ctin; information

+(salience and vividness heuristic), judging the frequency or probability

15
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‘of an event (availability), classifying persons and objects
(reprasentativeness), and revising their initial judgments_(adjustment
and -anchoring). While these heuristics lead to arccurate judgments in
‘many situstions, they may also lead to predictalle errors (Tversky and
llh!c;:;‘I;;ZEtgllbctt_ggg_!g::;lzfo). The representativeness B
'iou;istic, for o;nlpl-,‘stlt-s_thit‘;;;pl- decide whether or not some
;:rsoa or object b;ion;s to a particular category by judging the
sisilarity betwsen the lttribuf.s of th..perlon or object and the
Ittribﬂt@lzoéuths category (Tversky and Kahnemsn 1974). For o;a-ple,
when a description of a student lntgy-s the stersotype of & siow
learner, -v;n if the description i; unreliable, incc-pi;te, or outdsted,
poopl; often predict with high certainty that the studpgt is a slow
lesrner. And Dusek (1975) and Smith and Lugenbuhl (1976) have shown
that, in lsboratory studies, teacher-student interaction is- influenced
by unrelisble information about the student.

The anchoring heuristic states that "people make estimates about
-yints and other people by starting from an initial yglui that is
sdjusted tg yield a final answer. The inital value, or starting point,

Rl.y b;,suggcst-d by the formulation of the prqbion, or it may be the
result of a partial computation. In -ilh-r case, adjustments are
typically insufficient. That is, different starting points yield
diff-ront’-:tl-t.s,~uh1ch are biased toward the inital values" (Tversky
and Xshnesan i976, p. 1128), For sxample, subjects were asked to
estimaie percentages of Africen countries in the United Nations. Thé; '
were given an initial pcrc-n:;;o determined st rlndonknné asked to
estimste the actual percentage. Groups of sub}-cts beginning {t either
E inzrmt or 65 percent estimated actual percentages of 25 and 43,

Rroi o rovioror v RN ')
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respectively. Shavelson et sl. (1977) su;;,stod that thii heuristic

might be one mechanism underlying the teacher expectancy phenomenon in

that' a teacher's initial expsctation may sarve as an anchor for his -

-

subsequent estimate of the student's ability. In a number of studies

reviewsed by Dusek (1975), for exsmple, initial but not necessarily valid
information about students influenced ("anchored") the way in’uhich
tutors taught students. Brophy and Good (1970) "found that teachers'
estimates of student ability influenced teacher-student interaction.
Shaveison st al. (1977), in a laboratory si;ulltion,zoxuningd.
gubj;Lts' estimates of a student's ability based.on either relisble or

unrelisble information, and their willingness to revise thess estimates

on the basis of subsequent infoimation, which was either reliable or

x
¥

unrelisble. They reported that:

“ ...the subjects did consider the reliability of the
1ngorint1on, adjusting their estimates in -the direction

predicted by...[a aormstive] lnyeginn'-od-l.
anchoring heuriscic and research-on tescher

Furtiermors, the
expsctancy suggest . _

that initial estimates are difficult to overcome,

] even in the
face of conflicting information. Nevertheless, the data show

that the subjects did revise initial probability estimates, as
:‘gxpected by Bayes' Theorea (p. 95). -

These findizngs are in contrlsi to much of the judgment literaturs
oh the us&kiﬁ:heurisxicst(-.;., Einhorn and Hogarth 1978, Slovic et al.
ol

e

1976). There are a number of possible explanstions. One is that the

research in most of the literature has used undergraduate students
making judgments in areas outside their expertise and so experts may not

fall' prey to thess errors (Winkler snd Murphy 1973; but ses Slovic et

al. 19763. Hence, subjects in the Shavelson et al. study (teachers and

students in a graduate school of education), being professionals, may

17
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have not flll;hA}r-y to. srrors based on the anchoring heuristic.

A .
second possible explanation is that the laboratory simulation was so
highly structured that the subjects could-only act rationally. Further

research is needed to decide which of these or some other explanation is

G

sost plausible.

Attributions~r-£-r to the procéases by which people integrate
information to arrive at causal explanations for events (Borkd and
Shavelson 1978). To make attributions, the perceiver (e.g.f telcﬁer) is
assumed to knou the generality of an actor's (e.g., student's) behavior .
across contexts (consistency information), scross entities
(distinctiveness information) and the generality of the reaction across :

other actors (consensus information).- Various patterns of this

information give rise to diZferent ettributions. }ttributiona‘to the

’ actor (student) aiise when there is high consistency (Sally liw.ys

passes this plrtiduli} math test), low distinctivengss (Sally passea
most other math t-:@:) and low éons-niu;‘(hlrdly any other student
passes this pirticul:r*luth test). Under these conditions teachers
would perceive Sally as a good math student. "Attributions to the test
‘(stimulus attribution) occur when Sally always passes this test (low
{stinctiveness), and everyones -{s- pls;.t the test (high consensus).
When & psrceiver has Timited information, the individual will try to
find the pattern most consisternt with the information lVlillbl;.
Finally, conflict-stress refers to psycho-emotiona! processes.
These processes may affect the choice of information teachers use to

construct their psychological reality (cf. Janis and Mann 1977), evzn

though past ressarch in this area has not focused on teachers.

13

.policies for judging ability, motivation and the probability that &

- press, for references) have found that, in -judging student ability,-

15 -

.

. . » '
By generalization, heuristics, sttributions and conflict-stress

might be expected to influence teachers' judgments sbout atudents,

instructional sctivities, and institutional constraints. bopchdin; on

- [ SER N

the focus of thg research, these judgments msy take the form of

.

ex;ectltiong} hypotheses, or infeérences. ’ X . ]

-

Research Modeling Teachers' Judgments

Much of the research on teachers' Jud;n-gts and decisionmaking has
used e';aifcy capturing approach. With thi; nS;ronéh, for example, o
teacher makes judgments .about a nusber of students sna;d*on their
observations (stc.) of the students in their classroom or based on
information provided by the researcher. Then th: teacher's jgd;-ints
are predicted on the basis of informatinn available to the t-;;h-r
(e.g., achievement, work habits, classroom plr&iclgﬂtion, clnslxo&p

behnvisr). The résult is a statistical model which weighta each piece

of information in order to maximize prediction of -the teacher’'s-actual

-

\ -

Research in the literature on human judgment has found that

Judgments.

people's policies can be represented by an additive model with about

«

three pieces of information in the model. ?-t-irch on* teachers'

student will be & behavior problem supports these- findings in the more

general literature. Laboratory siwulations (see Shavelson and Stern in

teachers primarily use information sbout student achievement but alao
may use information about problematic behavior. In judging motivatioa

(effort), teachers rely heavily on -information about lchi;;;-cnt,

s

13
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problesatic behavior and work habits. And estimates of behavior

-

problonﬂ zely on informstion about classroom behavior and, to a lesser

cxtcnt,%néhiovo-on;.
*t

rloﬁtﬁrch,on—hulnn judgmenta has found ;hlt people are generally
unsware 3} the nature of their judgment 'policiea. Hence, they report
using more information in wore complex waya than is suggested by the
atatis_ical model of their éslicios (e.g., Shulmun and Elsggln,1975;
Slovic et 111‘1975). Studies of tolchq;s' policies parallel these
findings. .For example, Clark et al. k1979) reported that teachers were

unevare of their judgment policies.

§ccurlcy of teachers' judgments of students' intelligence.
Research on the accuracy of teachers' judgments of their studerts'
intelligence typically has correlated intelligence-test scores-with -
teachers' ratings or rnnkinis of their students. This roselfch sho;s
that teachers are, in general, reasonabiy accurate in spite of what
might be llsertoa by critics. iqsed on eight studies reported before
1930, the median cor;:;;tionvwcs 0.54 with a range from 0.31 to G.7C.
Based on aix studies roportodxkinco 1930, the medisn correlation was
0.54 with.a Ttange from 0.42 to 0.81. '

How high shoula.thi; correlation bo; Crlcic; might consider a
correlstion of 0.54 between teachers' judgments snd intelligence-test

scores tooc low. In -contrast, some researchers consider this degree of

accuracy credable. In saking your own decision, consider the following.

Firat, wost "strong" validity coefficients (correlations between

] prodictori;iuch as teachers' judgments and criterion scores such as

intelligence-test scores) are, in magnitude, 0.50. It is unusual for

validity coefficients to rise ;bovo 0.60. Second, teachers. implicit

T
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definitions of intelligence do not correspond to the do(initon that
guides intelligence-teat construction, something Varner recognized in

1923. Eance, teachers' ratings. are not measuring exactly the siwe trait
e g "
as are intelligence tests. Thia fact will tend to reduce the
&
correlations. N

Coverage of this.topic would be incomplete without noting the large '
Vl;ilbility between the accuracy of different teachera' judgments of
their students' intelligence. Accuracy, as measured by correlations,
generally range from lows in the 0.20's to highs in the 0.80's. Few
studies ﬁ.v. examined what accounts for this vnrilbilityj'Vnrnor's

(1923) is a notable exception.

Accurady of teachers' judgments of students' achievement. Research ,

on the accuracy of teachers' judgments of their students' achievement
typically has correlated teachers' ratings or grades assigned to
students with achievement-test scores.. This research showa that
teachers are reasonably accurate in ssking this jydgment (see Shavelaon
and Stern, 1981, for referencea). The median correlation bllgd on over
15 studies wus 0.71 with a range from 0.33 to 0.96.

- Judgments and disgnoses regarding resding. Byera and Evana (1980)
studied the accuracy of te;chors' judgments of stucents' reading
interests. Teachers judged their studenta' reading-‘preferences;
students' actual reading choices served ‘sa the criterion measurs. .They
found that students’ reading interests fluctuated widely over grade
level and gender, and that teachers, on lvorngo; inlccurltily predicted
students' reading preferences (ovor-ill range of accuracy was -.23 to

.69 with a mean of .23), because they lacked knowledge about atudents'

interests.
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Teachers' and expert clinicians' disgnosss of children with reading

_ problems have been studied extensively by Vinsonhaler and his collesgues

(e.g., Vinsonhaler 1979; see also Gill 1980; Weinshank 1980). They have
gonductcd three types of studies: (1) lsboratory and cln;srop- studies
of reading specialists, special education personnel and clnssrog-
teachers diagnosing children's reading broblo.s; (2) co-put;r simulstion
studies; and (3) training studies.

Four lsboratory and classroom studies have examined the degree to
which reading clinicians and classroom teachers agree on the diagnosis
of reading problems (Gil 1980; Vinsonhaler 1979; Weinshank 1980). The

Agreement Corollary of their Inquiry Theory states that (a) individuals'

. ‘dil;npn-s are more clossly related to the "average disgnosis” bssed on a

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

{

group of clinicians ("group agreement”). than are diagnoses among
individuals, and (b))n;r-c-.;t between diagnoses mads by one individual
on equivalent cases (fintrl~ci1n1cinn agreement”™) should be greater than
agreement between clinicians ("1nt-r-c11n1cinn‘lgr-o-cnt").

Th-[r-sults of the studies indicdted that thers wss a reasonable
level of group agreement. (s.g., sgreement measure of .55-in Vinsonhaler
1979; and .45 in Gil 1980) on diagnosis. ﬂow-v-rlrfbp intra~clinician
agreement coefficients (e.g., .17 in vins;nhll-r 1979; and .14 in
‘Weinshank 1980) and th; inter~clinicisn lgéce-ont coefticients (e.g.,
=.07 in Vinsonhaler 1979; -.04 in Gil 1980; nnd'.ll in Weinshank 1980)
were very low. R-;din; cltnicinﬁi, special educstors, and classroom
teachers did not agree with themselves and with each other on diagnosis.
Neither did t&-y agree on remediation (inter-clinicisn agreement = .10,
intra-clinician agreesent '3"2Q3 Weinshank i980). In addition, & _
c;rr-lntion of zero was found between disgnosis and reied}stion at the

-

individual level (Weinshsnk 1980).

22

. interaction with-a case and tb; number of -cues collictod; and (c) used
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Gil (1980) observed and interviewed teachers lbout.thiir diagnoses. |
He found thlt‘th. 10 t-lch;rs: (a) lacked systo-atic‘ltrltcgics fo;
collecting and using 1n£;:nntioﬁ go reach-diagnostic g-cisions,.(b)

differed on s number of process ;lrizbl-s such as the length of their

general and incomplete diagnostic strategies both in the laboratory lne
in the nstural classroom setting. Teachers appeared to lack 1n£omnltion4k
procesing strategies to make cc.pl‘t-, specific diagnoses. In additiom,
Veinshank (1980) found that individual clinicisns interacting with a .
case tended not to follow their stated plans of action rog;rding dlt;
collection procedures, dilinosis and remediation.

Computer simulation studies exanined diagnostic accuracy as ;
function of (&) ‘having a'specific routine for,coll-ctin; information on
a csse; and (b) generating a few or-many hypotheses, depending on the
certainty of the hypo;;-s-s; These ttud;-s found that aimulationa thltv'
used routine ;u- collection. procedures and genersated hypotheses early
pezfoimed significantly better than those that did not.” However, the
simulations did not perform as well as the human clinicishs vho
diagnosed the same cases. Finally, training teachers .to conduct a
systematic disgnosis of a ;-ldin; pfoblo- increased the accuracy of

the/r dignoses. Nevertheless, the accurscy for most trainees was below

that considered appropriate. '
Concluding comment . Teachers' judgments are & critical component

of the teaching process. Their judgments of general ability traita--

intelligence and- achievement--are ressonably accurate. However;, the

accuracy of their judgments of students’' behavior on particular tasks~~ |

or of students' resding problems--is considerably lower than would be

23
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hoped for. While there is sowe evidence that treining can overcows, to

‘so.o degrea, these inaccurscins, sdditionel research on t--c!ndrs;
judgiental processes is needed. Such rugorch‘wouid serve as the besis
for treining teschers to improve their judgments. By doing so, we might
just be sble to improve the ;ff-ctiv-n-u of teechers in helping

students reech vnlgod educetionel goals. -

wt

- be predicted. Stern end Shevalson (1280) found this to be true of

.21 -

o I11. TEACHERS' PLANNING

Yl oy
e
Teechers' planning refers to thet aspect of taeching whera teache
~ 0 ) e '.i ’
formulete .course of sction for cerrying out instruction over e schoo
. -

yeer, e semester, ¢ wonth, a dey, or a lesson. Planning is.ona «
importent component of tnching thet is typically cerried out ;ithont_if
the presence of students, That is, planning is teaching in an empty :

clessroom. .

B N

The importance of plenning cannot be overestimated. Decisions

by teechers while planning instruction heve a.profound influence gil .
their clessroom behevior and on the neture and outcomes of the educatis
ch:lldr-;l receive, Teechers' instructionel plans serve as "q;ripts"léol
cerryiig out intersctive tesching (Shavelson and Stern, 1981; see also
Saith and Sendelbech 1979). Scripts exert such e.strong influence oﬁ
tc'-ch-rs thet they tend not to BCVIIF. f'i'on them once they have begun-

tesching fSl;-v-lson and Stern, 1981; see elso Joyce el978-7?; Peterson
end Clerk 1978; Zehorik 1970). By knowing e tescher's script for a

MY

perticuler lesson, much of the tescher's bshevior in° the. classroom can

resding instruction and é.itb«nnd Sendelbech '(1979) found this to be |

true of science instruction 'us‘ing sthnogrephic studies of singla

clessrooms. R
. Teechers' pi.{\'nin‘.d.cigiong influence ‘the content, :méterials,
sociel climate, m&--c_tivitiu of instruction. For o;luﬁiq. decisi

A

st leest selections ‘from and

¢
sbout curriculum \adoptibm, or
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n“iﬁutlm of ndoptod curriculu., affact tha procass of taaching
(l.ith -d sendelbach 1979) as well as vhat childran laarn (Walkar and

klufflzzick 1975) Also dlchions sbout grouping studun:.l for raading

h;vo bul -shown to hlv- luch . profound affact that childran in the

hiﬂult todlm group msy be paced 13 times ‘as fast as children in thc

lowest r‘dm ;rr.np vith rudin; test scores r-fllEting_ this difference

in pn.iu (lhanlm and lorko 1979). .

-

‘l'uchlu lnstmchonll Plnns

Most teschers ara: trn:lnld to plan imtnlct:lon by: (a) specifying

q(i"ohvioul) objactivas, (b) -pocifyin;‘studnnn- entry behavior

. (Mlﬂp .end skills), (c) selacting and sequencing learning activities

o msovs students fros entry behavior to objactives, and (d)

evaluating the outcomes of instruction in ordar to improve plnnnin;.

o

Whils this prescriptive modal of pl:nnin; may be one of the most

i:‘cuhtntly taught faaturas of the curriculum of teschar education

programs, tha sodel is consistantly not used=by- teachers in planning

‘instruction. Obviously thara is a missatch between the prascriptive

planning modsl and tha demands of .classroom instruction. This mismatch

" arisas because-teachars must bllnnc. @ulpipla educational goals (e.g.,

Q
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content instruction, bohnvior control, social intaraction), must taks

£

into account students® goals (pear relations, learning), and must

uintnin‘ the flow of’ activity during a lesson or faca behavioral
managesient problims .(Doyln 1979 1980). Activities, then, and not the .
) pfoscriptivg_iod-l‘ are the focus of teacher plumini.

" As Taylor (1970) pointed out, mosv planning -appsars unsystematic

snd genersl in natura. Taachers sppear uncartain as to vhat tha

. o .

20
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planning process requires. To data, rassarch on taacher planning has

—

not lad to tha fomlnt’?lon of a modal of taschars’ pllnnin;; rlthnr. it

has ido;ltifild components thlﬁ such a modal must incorporata-to be
L IO 3
descriptive and to be rulisticnlly prascriptiva.
The imstructional activity is theé basic instructiomal unit of

planning -(Clark and Yingsr' 1979; Patarson at al. 1978; Saith and

Sendelbach 1979; Yinger 1977; Zahorgk 1975) and.action.in thnjclu_lro;.' h

(Shavalson and Stern, 1981). Wa tnr- tha -basic, structural unit of .

planning tha "task." A task is comprised of savaral slements which havn .

individually been idnntifiod in tha planning litaratura. Ons slement 1p
content, tha subject mattar to be taught (a.g., Clark and:Yinger 197!)‘."
Onca a cutricuium has baen salacted, ‘taachars accept tha text book.as
the major, usually only, sourca of content (a.g., Smith and Sendalbach
1979;._Shavalson 1976).

~

things that childr-n can obsarve and/or llnipulln (a.g.,. =

A second alement of a task is satarials, those

Morina-Desshimer 1978\19,\Pot-rson at al. 1978, Zahorik 1975). A third

alement of a-task is a ctivit!, thc\\thinp tha teachar and studenta will
be doing during the lesson (e.g., 011;;\:33 !igé:f\l97’ Smith and
Sendelbach 1979). The conc-pt of activity includes uquoncing, pacing

and timing tha’ instructional contant and matarials (cf. Bnith and-*

~ B

Sendelbach 1979;.Taylor 1970). A fourth slement is gosls, tha teachar's::
general aim for a task, usually laarning, affact or both. Goals ara mot !
the same as behavioral objactives; thay ara much mors ganersl and irmi.,:
but functional (cf. Clark and Yinger 1979). A f:lftl; alement is -
students, sespecially their abilities, nugls,;nnd interasts (Borko at sl.

1979; Morine-Dershimer 1978-79; Shavelson, Atwood and Borko 1977). The

last element is socisl-cultural context of instruction (cf. Florio 1979; '

o :
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.. 1974, 1975;

\\2‘ -
 Jamesick 1978; Shavelson end Borko 1979). This refers to the class as s
whole and its sense of "groupness” -(Janesick '1978) or a specially
“created comsunity (Florio 1979) as well as teachers' groupings of
atudenss for instruction (e.g., tutor-tutes, resding ;r‘oups; cf. Bsrr

ko 1978; Shavelson and Borko 1979).

of teéachers’ planning presented here is one in«‘yhich

P

instructional tssks are ‘C:K.d:y the tescher. In cresting tasks, we

know that t\u;:h.rs juggle some jl\ll‘of the elements described above.

Im eddition, we kpow thst any conception of planning must- include a -time
S »

dimension.. One aspect of the time dimension~is the hiersrchicsl
~

organizstion of planning; Yinger (1977, p. 172) identified five Tlevels:

1. long range vesrly--bssic idess for socisl studies, sc:!-n_co--
some for math and reading--basic structure of whst will be
done but not specific time. -

2. Term--planning.on s term basis for socisl studies, science,
and for movies.

’ .3, Monthly--deciding on bssic units: for socis] studies, science,
and math. I decide on'what I need libr;rim to get or what
m\;ics 1 need.

4. Meskly--use tescher's plan boqk--spe‘cific units and time
slement added--more detailed. ,

-

S. Dlil!': put schedule on bosrd, getting actusl msterisls out.

- -
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‘\\ﬁ&pr'nn) and "think aloud” protocols (e.g., Peterson et al. 1978).
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A second aspect of the time dimension is thst planning decisions
made esrly.in the academic year exert a profound influence on teschers’

planning for the remainder of the year (s.g., Clsrk'1978-79; Joycy = |
LTLN IR Y

\
M
1978-79). According toxJoy",c-J(l97!-79 p. 75): 1

3

Most of the important presctive decisions by teschers.are lomg-
‘term in their influence #s opposed to the in influence-of- «
lesson by lesson planning. Relstively early in the -year, -most
teachers sst up s series of conditions which.were to be. :
powerfully influentisl on the possibilities of decision making
theresfter. Lesson planning, to the extent that it goes o
consciously, involves tha selection and: handling of materials::
and activities within the framework thst has been set up by °
the long-term decisions. .

13

Studies of Tescher Planning "«

Reseszrchers studying teéacher- pllnnh}g have used & variety of
msthods including questionnsires/interviews (e.g., Morine-Dershimer
1978-79s-¢c; Zshorik 1975), sthnogiaphy (e.3., Yinger 1977), simulations .

~
(e.g., Borko 1978; Morine 1976; Russo 1978; Shsvelson et sl., 1977;

Not :ﬁ‘rpr\hin;ly, different sethods reveal different sspects of the
planning proc-u\.\N-v-rth-l-u, ‘for the most psrt, the findings, as |,

summsrized sbhove, h;;i\bq-n consistent or complementary. Namely, ’

teschers focu; on tasks and iibcd\dfd in these tssks sre teschers'
concerns about content, aétivitiu,\s?hd.g:fi‘ﬁigslg, and the like. -
“The results of resesrch on tuchq:_«ﬁ/lanq“;‘?g ¢ susmarized in Tablq

1. Most of the research hss found that teachers.are concerned with
subject matter in planning instruction. Their concern, hc\ov-r.\il\ ‘lo'll

. .

. with the structure of the subject matter (cf. Schwab 1962; ﬁl‘v.ll@

1972, 1974, 1981) and.more with the selection of content for.the

of building tssks (cf. Clsrk 1978-79; Shsvelson and Stern, 1981).
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Research #1so has found that teachers consider information about A
students, especially student ability, when planning instruction (e.g3.,
Cooper et al., 19793 Borko 1978; Morine-Dershiser 1978-79b; Russo 1978;
Shavelson st al., 1977). lqgh Morine-Dershimer (1978-79b) and Mintz
(1979) pointed out that tuch;rs' concerns- about students in their
planning wers greatest early in the year when teachers were "getting to

know" their students. Once teachers had resched a judgment about their

students, less attention (i.e., conscious concern) was given to students -

in verbel reports. In contrast, Peterson et 1‘1. (1978) reported that
verbal protocols showed little mention of students during planning.
Mowever, these contradictory findings may be an artifsct of thu methods
used. First, in the Peterson et al. (1978) study, students (unknown
previously by the teacher) -were randomly assigned to teachers. These
teschers, then, did not have informsation about their students. Second,
Morine (1978-79b) has pointed out that "while the...teachers rarely
mentioned pupil ebility, specific objective [sic), teaching strategy, or
seating srrangement in response to the general question [to state their
lesson plans], their ready responses to the probes indicated that the
mental plans or imsges of the lesson...did include such aspects of

instruction” (p. 85, italics oursj.

o
o

A centrel focus of teachers is th; sctivity developed ’11; the lesson
plen (ses Table 1). Activity refers to the sllocation of time, the
sequencing and- the timing (or pacing or flou).of’ content and materials
during th:’l-uon. Vhile most research has found the activity to be of
cuntrel isportance in plans, littlo‘ig known about how activities ate

constructed or whet routines or "scripts” teachers bring to the planning

process which are filled out sonthly, weekly and daily (cf. Yinger 1977)

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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to provide the routine for interactive teaching. Yinger's (1977) study
provides sose insight into-activity planning. The teacher he-studied
approached the nétivi{y as a th'n:_-'s-tuo problemsolving task inclndi'u:
(1) problem finding where content, go:ls, knowledge, and experience
combined to yield an initial conception of the activity worthy of future

consideration; (2) problem. formulation li;d solution involving
progressive slaboration of the activity; and (3) activity 1-pliqontn£lon
emphasizing "evaluation and routinization to the teacher's ll'oporto:lr- of
knowledge and experisnce, which in turn play a sajor role in future
planniry delibcrlt;lonl" (Clark and Yinger 1979, p. 238). Research,
having-established the task as s contr.q focus in plni:;.tng, needs to
move on to describing the variety of routines or scripta teachers have
for planning activities and under what conditions they ave used.

Most naturalistic research reports that Aobj-ctiv-f do not play a
major role in the planning ,proc;ss while laboratory simulstion studies
report that teachers do take objoctivgs/;onls into consideration. This

conflicting finding might be tesolved on methodological grounds.

Apparently teachers' verbal reports ard lesron plans do not esphasize

objectives. However, in laboratory simulations asking teachers to make
decisions about goals or objectives, teschers dv so and report that

doing so is consistent with their classrcom planning (e.g., Dorko 1978;

\'Ruuo 1978). As Morine-Dershimer (1978-79b) pointed out, while

objectives are not part of their verbal rsports about iisidn plans; they -

are part of the teachers' mental image or plan. Prob#n;, done -ith-;x‘"
directly or indirectly as in simulations or interviews, is apparently

needed to find this out. -

31
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fln;lly, several studies have shown that teachers, at the beginning
of the scademic year, set forth plans and make decisions that guide
subsequent plenning over the resainder of the year. This means that,
unless researchers examine planning- st the beginning-of the year, they
are lisble to miss some lspogts of planning. They are also liable to
comclude -that teachers do mot, for exasple, consider student
characteristics or objectives when, during most -of the year, such
information is part of the teachsr's planning script or routine.
Moreover, -thess long-term plans have a profound influence on classroom

teaching. "In effect, the of and the

activity flow establishes the 'problem frame'--the boundaries within

* which decisiomaking will be carried on" (Joyce 1978-79, p. 75; italics

in original).

There are a fow findings, not reported in Table I, that deserve
attention. Several studies have found that management of students is a
primery concern in planning (Smith and Sendelbach 1979), especially in
grouping students (Mintz 1979; Stern and Shlvels;n 1980). And Zahorik
(1970) observed thst teachers who planned thoroughly were less s-ns}tiv-
to their students (1.-:, encouraged stud,nt ideas and discussion less).
Peterson st al. (1978) found that teachers who were prolific planners
had students with lower attitude scores than students whose teachers did
not pl;n -xF-nsiv-ly. !Th-s. last-two studies sugges: planning may be
counter-productive if teachers S-co-e single-minded and do not adapt

their lesson to student needs.

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:
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1V. Teachers' Interactive Decisionmaking

LIN LY

Teachers' interactive decisionmaking refers to d-cisionl,t-lch;ts
make 4311. interacting (e.g., lecturing, discussing, tutoring) with
their students. These decisions have been chlrlcg;rizod'!s’ﬁinflight‘
or "real-time" decisions since teachers typically do not have the luxury
of time to reflect upon these decisiona or to seek lddi;ionnl -
information before deciding upon a course of action.

Teachers' interactive decisions are greatly influenced by their

plans (see "Tilcher;' Planning"). Instructional tasks--including the
;ol;s, content, materials, activities snd timing of
instruction--constitute & large part of teachers' planning sctivity.
These instructional tesks--perhsps in the form of mental "scripts" (cf.
Abelson 1976, Schank and Abelson 1977) or "images" (cf. Morine-Dershimer
1978-79b) --serve as.a mental plan for carrying out interactive t-nchiig
(cf. Joyce 1978-79; Morine-Dershimer 1978-79b). These images or plans
are routinized so that once begun in the classroom they typically are
played out (Joyce 1978-79; Horine-Dershi,or 1978-79b), much as a
computer subroutine is (cf. Shavelson 1976). Routines minimize
conscious decision-making during iytergctiv- teaching (Clark nnd'Yin;-r
1979; Joyce 1978-79; MacKay 1977; MacKay and Marland 1978;
Morine-Dershimer 1978-79b) and so the "sctivity flow" (Joyce 1978-79) is
maintained. Héreov-r, from an informstion-processing perspective, the
routinization of behavior makes sense. Routines r-du;e the amount of

inforcation teschers have to consider and the number of decisions they

33
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have tojnnk- by rendering th.rtilln‘ and sequencing of activities and
students’ behavior predictable within an activity flow. Hence,
conscious monitoring of instruction can then focus on particular .
students (Connors 1978; MacKay 1977; MacKay and Marland 1978; Marland
1977; Morine-Dershimer 1978-79b) and-on deviations of the ‘lesson from
the original plan (e.g., Clark and Yinger 1979; Joyce 1978-723.P-£-rson
and Clark 1978).

Decision-making during 1nt-rlct1v. teaching, th-n, utullly arises
when the teaching routine is not ;oin; es planned (cf. Cll:k and Yinger
1979; Joyce 1978-79; MacKay 1977; -MacKay and Marland 1978). Usually on

tﬁ. basis of lack of student involvement or behavior probless, teachers’
. judge that the lesson is problematic (e.g., Peterson and Clark 1978) and

may choose to: (l) continue the lesson or (b) chenge the lesson (Joyce
1978-79; Peterson and Clark 1978; Snow 1972). Typically; teachers
choose not to change th- lesson (Clnrk and Yinger 1979; Joyco 1978-79;
Peterson and Clark 1978). In some ceses, this choice is "Based on a
" decision to deal with tle problem in future plans (cf. Joyce 1978-79;

iot-rloa lnd‘ZIIIk 1978). This tactic seems r-nsonlbl- since, if the
oxpoctltioa is-set up that the t-lchor uill continullly change & lesson,
llnl;o-ont of stud-nts nnd‘instrnctionll tasks lay boconc problematic.

Morine-Dershimer (1978-79b p. 86) has aptly clptur-d the naturs of

decisionmeking during 1ntcflct1v- teaching.

For the lessons examined in detail here, when there was little
or no discrepancy betwnen teacher plnn and clnssroo- reality,
teacher information processing was "image-oriented,” with
teacher recall of previous kiowlége about pupils playing an.
important plrt Decision points were handled by esteblished
routines. When there was -a minor discrepancy between :teacher
Blnn and cllssroo- r-llity, teacher information processing was
reality-oriented," with a flirly narrow range of pupil

E
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behavior being observed. Decision points were handled by "in-
f1ight" decisions. When a more pervasive-discrepancy between
teacher plan and classroom reality ul;_porcoivod, then topch-r
information processing was "problem-oriented,” with teachers
tapping a braader spectrum of information about pupils. Vhen
a large discrepancy existed,' décisions were postponed to L T
lnter time.
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A Model of Teachers' Interactivée Decisionmaking

-

A model of teachers' interactive decisionmaking is présented in

(Insert Fisure
2 here)

P

Fig. 2. It is a synthesis of research by Joyce (1978-79), Peterson and

-

&

Clark (1978), Shavelson (1976), and Snow (1972). ‘It posits that

teachers' interactive t-;chin; may b; characterized as carrying out well ~
established routin-s: In carrying out the routine, the teacher monitors
the clls;rgém, seeking cues, sucg as student participation, for
determining uh-th-r the routine is procesding as planned. Thia-
sonitoring is probably sutomatic as long-as the cues are within an
lcc-ptlbl; toi-rgnc- (e.g., student out-of-?olt bohlvior during
discussion), the teacher has to decide if ismediaste action is called
for. If so, the teacher has to decide _if 8 routine is availble fer”
Handling the problc- Th- teacher may take action bls-d on & routife

developed from previous experiences. If mo routine is lvnillblo, the -

’

teacher reacts spontansously and then continues the teaching routine.’

PN

wr

If an immediate sction is not called for, the teacher considers whether

delayed action, say after the lesson or in future planning, is

e

necessary. The teacher notes the sction in memory and carries on his

1f no action is necess:ry; the teacher decides

teaching routine.

whether or not.to retain the information anr continues with his tsaching .

routine.

*

-
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Résearch on Teachers' Interactive Decisionmaki
~#ost Of the resesrch o& teachers' decisions and behavior during
interactive t-lchigg has employed the l‘t?od of stimulated recall. With
ikiuq}.tod,r-clll. the researcher either audio--or videotipes a leison.
After the lesson (or after school, depending-on scheduling), the tape is
Kpll’.d back‘to the teacher by the roﬂplrch-r and the teacher is asked to
d?scribo convert mental activities that accospanied the overt behavior.

‘Research usin;;sti-ulntod recall consistently has found that
t.lch.;l' plans serve as a mental script (cf. Abelson 1976) or ill';
(Horine-Dershiser 1978-79b) which guides their interactive teaching.
These images or scripts sre routinized. an. begun, they typically are
carried out. Hence, interactive teaching has been described in lngy
studies ns‘prilnrilyocnrryin;‘out a routine.

Hoscov-r, this research has found that teachers ere reluctant to
change their routines, even if they are not proé--din; as vell as
expacted. When changes do occur, they fypiéclly are minor adjustments
in the routine and not major revisions (i.s.,. "fine tunin;;“ Joyce
1978-79). Nou-v-r; this r-s-;rch does not ;-v-nl why the teachers are
reluctant to ;hnn;o their plans (but see Peterson and Clark 1978). One
possible reastn is that the routine chgson hur1n3~plunnin; was judged,
ké the besis of experience n?d the nléhr- of the task, to be better than
;ny alternative routine available to the teacher. A second possible
reason is that the current routine was the oﬁly one available and any
hastily-developed routine might not b: -;pcct-d to fare as well. A
third possible reason is that changing routines during a lesson
introduces umc-rtlinty) both for teachers and students. For teachers,

this constitutes an information-processing burden and a decrease in

-3 -
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. their ability to monitor participstion and behavior in the-class, For

" students, shifting routines might lead to their having difficulty

following the flow of imstruction fﬂy,ﬁ"klt in learning and cl’ssroo-
management problems (cf. Doyle 1980).

In sum, teachers' main -concern during interactive teaching is to -
maintain the. flow of the activity. To interrupt this flow to reflect On
an alternative and consider the- possibility of changing a routine ’
drastically incresses the mfonntlo; processing demands on-the teacher
and incrons;s the pgoblbility of classroom management problemss.

Studies of t-né‘-rs' reports of their thoughts while teaching,
reveal that :..ch.r{ attend to their wental script or image while
teaching, nn; this focus of attention is broken only when their
lonit;rin' of the classroou indicates a potential problem or unexpected
event. When a problc-‘or unexpected event arises, teachers report
becoming "aware of reality" (-1;., McNair 1978-79; McNair and Joyce
1978-79). Their attention then focuses on student behavior.

A véry common script used by teachers during 1;t-r.ct1v- ta;chin;
is one of structuring, soliciting, responding and reacting (Bellack,
Klieband, Hyman and Smith 19§6), where teachers ask qu-stiéns and

students respond. Teachers using this script attend to subject matter

in the script and to students. A decisior is required whem a student

_ gives & somewhat unexpected responss. In carrying out this scripe,

teachers spply certain principles or routines regerding their

interaction with students (Connors 1978; MacKay 1977; MacKay and Marland

.1978; Marland 1977). One principle is termed compensation. The teacher

" attempts to compensate the slleged "have-nots” in their classes by

favoring the shy, or low-achieving student in, for example, selecting

3%
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rupondonts to their questions. A second principle is ttrntqic

ency, vhich entails being lenient with a ttnd-nt in nud of lp-cinl
attention. A-third princ:lpl- ia power sharing, vh-rn the teacher usu
the informsl power structur- for dispensing his influence. A fourth
principle ia progressive checking, vhere the teacher checks on

especially low-ability studonn progress durin; int-rlctiom or on

sssigned tasks. And th. fifth principl- is s __gpreuin. swotions.
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alternatives per lesson for four different.groups of teachera. -
Moreover, teachers tended mot to, criticnlly evaluate ‘thtnltomltivu'
rltlur, they sought conf:lmt:lon for th-ir choic- (MacKay 1977;, MacKay
and Marland 1978; ses Elnhorn and }lourth 1978, for a review of ruurcb .
on confirmation in judgment &nd ’d-cision-uking) .
Few studies have traced the tuchi.n; process fro- initial”

information through teacher chnrlct-risticl and cognitivg procouu to

. Teachers syotmticllly suppress th-ir emotions in front of students
becauss: ' (a) their emotions might be a catalyst for unmanageable
student behavior; (b) their emotions, .especislly negative reactions
toward students' responses, might harm the students’ self-concepts; or
(1;) their c.(o.tions might lead to \lnjus.t treatment of different students.

Teachers regularly monitor the classroom as a way to evaluste &
routh‘u (-.;.,' Joyce 1978-79). A probles with a foutine often is R
signaled by & lack of student p‘nrticipntion or ‘by unsanctionad behavior
such as Oﬂt'of"l.lt c;x M“'L ‘If the Probl- is serious enough, it may
interrupt the routine (ses Figure 1). This is the occasion for most
decision-ssking during intersctive teaching.

Most studies report that teachers’ 'd-cision-l-gkin; is not pervasive
during interactive teaching (e.g., MacKay 1977; Marland 1977). However,
MacKay roportod:th.lt teachers made sbout 10 interactive decisions per
hour u;tmruu-borshinr nndeallnx‘nc- (‘1975) reported between 9.6 and
13.9 decisions per lession (!). Clearly, teachers make decisions during

interactive teaching. In making decisions, teachers tended to consider

only a few I?-rnltg\n courses of action. MNacKay (1977) reported that
teachers seldom considered mote than two alternatives and

Morine-Dershimer and Vallance reported means of between 2.2 and 3.2

'judn how Well their lesson was going. They considered llt-mstivu

planning and interactive tuchm‘m“d‘ﬁ‘hﬂffittrof—thnc-emonns of -
teaching on ‘students’ achievements and attitudes. One notable exception F
is a study by PeterZon and Clark (19735. 'l\u‘lv-‘ teachers tsught &

social studies unit (not previously taught b’y the teachers) to thres- ‘
diffcront groups of eight junior high students who they did not kiow-and.
on whom they had no other information. They found that teachers- nud -

information about student participation and involvesent -in the l-uot. to

only when tuchin; was going poorly snd changed -strategies in about helf
the problematic situntiom llow-v-r, these changes usually wers not
sajor ones; rather, they wers more lik- fine tuning of the original plln
(cf. Joyce 1978-79). . v

Paterson and Clark (1978) lllo~f0\lnd*t'hlt ‘teachers high in verbal
ability (measured by a \;ocnbul.ry test) vere more likely to 'sog-ut.;
alternative courses of action and to use & -o:ro cosplex decision

strategy than were teachers low in verbal sbility. Moreover, teachers -

high on.reasoning ability lnnd conceptual level were very likely to-use &
more complex decision strategy than teachers who scored low on these

Seasures. 5|
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‘corr-htiou,botnw asesures of planning and- interective teaching
- . . mliut:‘)dvlahorik's (1970) finding thet planning exclusively directed

to comteat aid objectives may produce rigid instruction. That i,

process-oriented teschers wers more likely to change plans tiun content-
orieated teachers. o oo ; -

4
Correletions’betwesn s measure of the complexity of teachers'

»

¥ . reperted intersctive decisions and messures of atudent achievement and

s

sttitude were M;ntiv"' (1). Teachers wlu: considered slternative .
teaching stretegies- and even changed stretegy during teaching were
associated witi: students lower in_echievemert and ettitude. Not-,k
ha;v-r: thet ‘these geachcx:s eslso experienced problems with their normal
teaching routine and so had jm consider sltarnatives. In contrast,

. teschers ‘reportiu that their teaching went es plun'n-& were essociated
e ‘with high stud-lnt achisvement. Tho;- routines which meinteined the flow:
of -ctivity,.thoh, were essocieted-with higher student achievemeat.

In e review of four studies, Shavelson md‘-lorko (1979; the studies
wers: )lr:: 1974, 1975; Ruuo'!.97B; Stern and Shlvo\llon 1981) examined
teechers’ Eol:lc:lu sbout iroupin; students_for reading and traced the

s _;roupin; deciaion ;hrogg;n interactive ituchin; and student echievement.
‘ 'j'h;y reporied that most teachers grouped 'students for reading on the
basis of sbility. However, s few teachers did not group students

primarily-due to a lack of materials ‘and other resources. Once grouped,

the ;::oup and not the individuel student ‘b-cn- the unit for planning
A :

instruction. Teachers' plans for low groups differed. considerably from
+ their plans for high groups. Procedures, decoding skills (rudﬁn;
‘nloud) and highly structured essignments were planned and cerried out
’ for low groups while flexibility in procedures and assignments and an

L4
®
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emphasia on-.comprehension skills were planned and.carried-out for high
groups. During interective tesching, the high groups weze-paced as luch

as 15 times faster than the low groups. And student achisvezent in the
5

high groups wes corres ndingly higher than. in the low groups.
\

9
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V. ANWIOTATED REFERENCES
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Barr, How Childrcn‘ﬂge Taught To R-ndu Grouping‘lnd Pacing .

\

Barr inveatigated tho\QFtur- of firat-grade teachera’ grouping
and pacing declalons. Tw-lv\\tenchers from four achoola were intor

" viewed toward the beginning and thq\:nd of the school year to ~

‘determine the compoaition of reading sxpupn within their claas-

rooma and the pace of reading instruction\(gunb-r of basal-atoriea
regd). Additional information about the t.;&thl (e.g., prior
first-grade t-nching experience), pupila (e.g..‘; lrdiz.d teat-
scorea) and teaching conditions (o & nvailnbility di;inntructlpnAL i
nnterials) also was obtained. 27N ,

Y
Barr found that prior to grouping for reading Iﬁatructihqzh\

_ teachers sought information about atudents' reading-abllity fr

N W
observations of atudent behavior, reading work, readineas teat AN

scores and anecdotal reportl. When teachera grouped atudenta,
they did so on the basis of reading ability, but teachers differed
considerably in their deciaions on whether to group and when to group
for basal r-nding and phonica inltruction. Barr .apeculated that
these decisions were influenced by achool characteriatics auch as
availability of instructional naterials, teacher chlract-rinticn
such aa coriceptiona about good reading instruction, and claaa
characteristics such as the presence of a number of low-abillity pup}ll
Teachers had 1ittle trouble articulating the factors that X
influenced their grouping deciaionsy in contraat, teachera had much
difficulty explnining conditions that influenced their pacing
decisions. Barr identified three factors that appeared to affect- ™
paces grouping decisions, group characteriatics and teacher
characteristics. When teachers decided to form ablility groups,

these groups were always paced at different rates while whole

42
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Barr, Mow Chiidren-Are Taught To Reads . Page 2

*clill‘1nlt;uction—proc--dod at one rateé. Higher-ability groups

were pncod faster than lower-ability groups. Groups comparable

in ability were paced at different rates which suggested teacher

characteristics influenced pacs.

W
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Barr, Instructional Pace Differenc-l and Their Effect on leaning
Acquisition

The purpose of Barr's study was to explore the effect of
pacing during whole class and- ability -group basal instruction
on- the reading achievement of\high. average, and low-aptitude '
students, Pacing was defined as the number of new basal words o
introduced to students within.a certain time period. Barr pre-.
dicted a higher level of learning for pupils who received group
rather than wholse-class instruction b-cnus;. 1nAlb111fy9§rouﬁs.

.« _Ppace is matched to each student's aptitude level.

\\ To test this hypothesis Barr 1dentifi;d two groups of high,
|average, and low-ability first-grade p@pilé. While thege’ groups .-
ﬁwere~sim11ar in many importnntfriupof;i'ihch as SES, the. format

~~and pace of their blsal instruction Aiffered., One.group rsceived ‘;
. instruction as a whole clall where the pace was the same throughout

: the school year while the second group was divided 1nto thres ;
ability groups that were paced-xt veiy\differ-nt r:t-l. Barr

\ compared students in the two groups on: lf\ e pace of,their‘

instruction, b) number of basal words learned, c \ggrc-nt of ba,ul

words learned to words introduced, d) general word r?éognition. and

e) passage comprehension. ~

The results indicated that in ability groups the pace was

greater than in whole class instruction. As ppodict-d.
Barr found that averags and high-aptitude students receiving \{;
group instruction learned significantly more basal words than
‘children of the same ability receiving whole class instruction.
Low ability students, however, learned the same number of words

regardless of the instructional format., Average and high-nptitudi4

~ 44
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Barr, Instructional Pace Differences

students in avility groups were given
a much shorter umount of time than ltud-nta—of comparable ability

basal wordi~learnsd to words introduced.

- - - \\ X
general word recognition and passage compreh

Page 2

many more words to learn in

receiving whole class instruction. However, no meaningful

dif;-r-nc- was found between the middle and high-ability students
ceived whole class or group instruction on the percent of
Students with similar reading
aptitude receiving vholc.gl:ss instruction did not differ from

students taught in ability grovps-on standardized measures of

ension,
I
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Borko, An Examination of Some Factors Contributing to Teachers'
Preinstructional Classroom Organizatlion and Management

Decisions

Borko examined the effects of educational beliefs, various-
cues about students (e.g., overall achievement), and eltimateltdf
students’ academic competence, motivation and Jbehavior -on teachers*
decisions. ‘Forty-six public and private school teachers, prlmarily
female, who had taught at the upper elementary level (grades 4-6)
for at lenap a year participated in the study. Subjects began
by completing a measure of educational attitudes that assessed
their traditional-progressive educational beliefs, Teachers next
were asked to lssum; the role of an educational consultant hired to
ggi:t fifth-grade teachers make instructional decisions. They then
read descriptions of thirty-six hypothetical fifth-grade students.
These descriptions systematically varied six student cues: a) sex,
b) ‘overall achievement, c) social competence, d) self-confidence,
e) work habits, and f) ability to work indeperidently. After reading
each description, Fubjects were asked to make estimates concerning
the student‘'s academic competence.»;otivntion and classroom behn;ior
and to make seven decisions regarding classroom organization and
management and long-tegp objectives for that student.

Borko found that teachers used a limited amount of information

to estimate stud.nts® cognitive, affective and behavioral states.

Teachers tended,to rely on the single plece of information most
¢

.relevant to each estimate (e.g., overall achievement was used to

judge academic competence). Educational beliefs did not influence
nny‘Qatimate. In contrast, teachers® decisions about selecting

\ ]
‘conteng, tutoring, referrals for testing, and long-term social

kY

\
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Ior!o. An Exasination of Some Pactors « «+ o Page 2

tenze and cpotionll growth goals were influenced by their
Teachers with strong traditional beliefs,

compe
educational beliefs.
for example, decided to glive students less responsibility for

planning their instruction than teachers with weaker traditional

‘ beliefs. Cuss about students and judgments of students’ academic,
motivational and behavioral states also influenced teachers'

decisions.

ERIC
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Brophy & Good, T-lch-rl' Communication of Differsntial Expectations
or Children‘’s Classroom Performances Some
Behuviornl Data

Brophy and Good assumed that teachers form different perfor-
nnnce expectations for different: students. The purpose of their
1nvestigation was to determine the processes by-which teachers
communicate thsse different expectations to individual children.

Four first-grade teachers from a saall Texas school district
were asked to'rlnk order their pupils on achievement. These
rankings were considered the teachers' expectations for their
students' classroom performance. Three boys and three girls
ranked -very low and thres boys snd three girls ranked very ?1gh
from each ciassroom were chosen for observations ‘On four days
in each classroom two observers coded all dyadic interactions
between- teachers and individual children in the group selected
for Btudy. )

The findings 1nd1clted that teachers communicated: -
different performance expectations to differ-nt children ?hrough
their classroom behaviors. Teachers, for example, tended to
encourage quality performance from students for whom they held
high performance expectatlions. They were also more likely to
praise their work and to avoid criticism, In con_trast, students

for whom th» teachers had "low performance expectations were less

likely to be encouraged to improbe or to receive praise.when .-

they performed well, These students were criticized more often

for incorrect answers.
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" Brophy & Rohrkemper, Teacher's Thinkihg About Problem Students

Brophy and Rohrkemper studied the nature of teachers' thoughts

T x ovsmaan anmema o
*

about problematic elementary school students. The authors asked
fifty-four elementary school teachers. to read vignettes about
different types of typical problem behavior such as hyperactivity,

LR

aggressiveness and low achievement. After reading these accounts,
teachers were asked to describe in their own words each problem
student and how they -would handle the situation. The authors
hypothesized that teachers' thoughts about the students and
teachers’ perceived dbility to handle the situations would vary
depending  on the degres to which the teacher maintained control
over the situation.

The results supported this hypothesis. PFor problem situations
where ‘the teacher's authority definitely was threatened (aggressiveness),
teachears perceived student behavior as under the student's control
and intentionally committed whereas in situntioﬂs where teachers
Jlost control but nnin&:in;d authority (hyperactivity), student
behavior was viewed as unintentional and less controllable. In
problem situations where neither the teacher's authority nor
control over the student was jeopardized (low achieving student), -
teachers viewed the behavior as not und;r the student’s control
and ;nint-ntionnl and were more optimistic about their ability to
affect a positive change in the behavior that would be lasting
and would generalize to other situations. A model of teacher ~°

strategy construction for handling problem situations baued on

this notion of problem ownership and also cost-benefit analysis

was discussed,

e P
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Byers & Evans, Using a Lens-Model Analysis to Identify the Factors
. in Teaching Judgment

Byers and Evans used a lens model annlxsii to stué& the accuracy
or\¥elchers' judgments of their students' reading preferences. In
a lens modeling study three types of information are necessary:

a) a criterion measure of the event being judged, b) & list of cues
that predict the criterion measure, and c) an obs-rv;r or judge who -
predicts the criterion measure. In this study students' choice of
books was the criterion measure. Twentx-nine cues such as fictlon,
fantasy and peers were used to deascribe the bookg from which the
pupils could choose; reseaxch has shown these cues predict students’
choice of reading materials. Teachers also predicted their students’
reading preferences. .

Twenty-nine teachers-and 227 K to 6th grade students participated
in the study. Students were randomly selected from teachers’' class
1ists, subject only to the restriction that there should be an equal-
number of males and females. Pupils chose their books from a brochure
that contained descriptions of Scholastic Press books. After ths
students had made their selections, teachers were asked to identify,
from the same brochure, the books they thought each of their students
would prefer. Teachers had no knowledge of their students' choices.

To measure the overall accuracy of teachers' judgments, the
agreement between a teacher's prediction of students’ reading
preferences and students’ actual préferences was estimated. The re-

sults indicated teachers did not judge students' choice of reading

.materials very accurately. Teachers differed from students in the

cues they used to select books indicating they were not very knowledgable

about student's reading interests. As expected, students’ reading

interests varied widely over grade level and sex. -
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Clark, Gage, Marx, Peterson, Stlyro;k & Winne, A Factorial Experiment
on Teacher Structuring, Soliciting and Reacting

The authors examined the effect of teachers' structuring,
soliciting and reacting during group instruction on student achieve-
ment and attitude. Structuring consisted of telling students what

was going to happen next. Soliciting was defined as teachers
asking questions and students responding. Reacting was teacher

. fesdback following students’ responses. The authors prepared elight
- LY

different ecology lessons for the study fhat systematically variea
structuring (high or low), soliciting (high or low), and reacting
(high or low).

Four experisnced elementary school teachers and 408 middle-
class, mixth-grade boys and girls participated in the study. Each
of the four teachers was randomly l!sign;d toteach eight ecology
lfssons to eight different groups qf students. Each lesson wa; a

different variation of the structuring, soliciting and reacting

strategy. Prior to teaching, instructors received two weeks of

training on the behaviors associated with hfkh and low structuring,
soliciting and relcting:_ In addition, telcheré-were given a lesson
script. The script helped ensure Fhlt the subject matter presented
to students and the teaching behaviors used were the same over all
instructors and lessons. Students completed achievement and *
attitude pretests, posttests, and 3-week retention tests.

The results indicated that structuring, soliciting and reacting
did affect student achievement. High achievement was assoclated
with high structuring (e.g., stating objectives at the .
beginning of the lesson, outiining lesson content, indicating
important points in the lesson), low soliciting (e.gey lskiné
significantly more low order than high order questions), and

-
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€., praising correct student responses, providing
Student attitude toward

high reacting (e.
explanations for incorrect responses).

ecology was not influenced by the treatment conditions. Despite

control of teacher behavior and content covered, individual

instructors still had different effcctl on student achievement.

ERIC 51 :

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:




Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

erlc

Cooper, Burger & Seymour, Classroos Context and Student Ability as
i Influences on Teacher Perceptions of

« Classroom Control

The authors examined, in two slightly dirféfe;t aiudies. various
factors that may influence teachers' psrceptions of clnsq;oom con-
trol. and successful @nstructiong} interactions, PFifty-six teachers,
primerily female, who were enrolled in a graduate education course at
a aiq_western university, participated in the first study. Teachers
began by listing the initials of three of their high-ability and three
of their low-ability students. ‘Subjects. then were presented wi‘h ten
hypothetical instructional situations occurring in their classroom.
These situations described an encounter between them and a student
that was initiated either by them or the pupil, oc-urred while they
were working with a group or #n individual child, and involved either
a high or low-ability youngster. 'After reading each description,
teachers rated; ) their feelings of péradnnl control over the
subject matter during the iﬁteflctidn, b) pefceived control over the
length of the interaction, and c) the 1ik1;hpbd the encounter woulg
end in success. While completing th-se'ratings. teachers had been\
instruct-d 1o think about-what the three previously-listed high-
lbility students had in common and characteristics the Three low-— —
ability students shared®

Thirty-three rourth-grgde teachers, primarily fema.s, pa;t}cipated
in the second study} Procedures were identical to- the first study
except teachers also rated reelinQE of ﬁirabnal control over when
the interaction would occur. ‘- A

The results 1nd1c-ted th.t telchera in both studiea tended to
perceive more personal control during interactions ‘with higp-ability
students than during interactions with 1oj-ability students. KTqachera

also predicted that encounters with high:nbility students would be

k2

siore likely to end in success, . Subjects generally believed that

5.3
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teacher-initiated interactions allowed them greater conirol over
;hen ah interaction would occur and what was discussed during the
encounter. Teachers' perceived control over the length of an
interaction was influenced by the number of children with whom

they were working at the time the interaction occurred.
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Ericsson, Chase & Paloon, Acquisitioh of a-Memory Skill

Research indicates short-term memory is limited to -about
seven unrelated items but case histories doqument “hat- particular
individuals have remembered much larger amountg ¢f information.
Prom these histories it is unclear whether such wemory feats
are the result of exceptional #hate ability or extensive
prnctice.A The purpose of this study was to determine how a

menory skill-was acquired. A

A college undergraduate with average intelligence an
memory- skills practiced a memory span.task approximately an
hour a day 3 to 5 days a week for 20 months. The task called
upon the student to repeat random number sequences. When he
responded correctly, the length of the next sequence was in-
creased by one number, whereas when he responded incorrectly.
the sequence was decreased by one. Toward the middle of each)
hotr *session the subject verbally reported his thoughts during

. a practice trial. .At the conclusion of each session he recalled
as many number sequences as possible. \

Over the course of the study, through the use of mnemonic
devices.and Org;nizgtionll techniques, the student iﬂcreased
his recall of numbers from 7 to 79 digits. In addition, his
ability to remember material from the session increased from
sero to 80%. The amuthors concluded that extensive practice
can lead to unlimited improvement in meﬁory skills, This improve-
ment is due _to the uae'of mnemonic associations in long-term
memory. The working capacity of short-term memory is not in-
creased with practice. At the end of the experiment the subject
still could hold only about 6 digits in short-term memory.

"
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F Porter, Schmidt, Freeman & schwille, ‘Responses to Curriculum
1°de3§eag§re:: A Poliéy-cnpturing Study ot Teacher Decisions About

- Content
The authors examined the extent to which outside pressures

altered teachers’ gelection of content for fourth-grade nnthcmnfics
instruction. Subjects were sixty-six midwestern urban, suburban
and rural school teachers, primarily female, who had taught fourth-
grade mathematics for some tims, Teachers were&nsked~to assume the
role of a mathematica teacher new to a school who was aware that
his/her students could mn;ter the fourth-grade mathematics curriculum.
They then read thirty hypothetical stories related -to choice of their
instructional content. These vignettes systematically varied the
preéence or absence of six exterial pressures on the tenchgr to
modify his/her curriculums a) mandated textbooks, b) a diaf}ict-
imposcd set of instructional objectives, c) district tests,
d) principal-initinfed discusnions"resérding the curriculum,
e) teachers' opinions, and f) parental input. After reading each
story, the teachers were asked {o rate whether they would Yncorporate
five new topics into their curriculum and whethef they would omit

five other topics usually covered.
The results indicated tha% subjects modified their 1nat;gctional

Sovrce o7
\\\ content regardless of thg‘amount of pressure. Even with-only a

N single pressure present, teachers, on the average, indicated they

wduld incorporate the five new topics. District objectives and -
had .much greater effects than the other four factors on

s’ decisions to add topics. The authors also found that
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Plorio, The Problem-of Dead Letters: Social Perspectives on the
. Teaching of Writing

~Plorio examined writing instruction in a second-grade classroom
in a small aidwestern -community. Mrs. Frank, the teacher, had

created a community, Petterburg, within her room. Betterburg

dominated the physical space and the social life in the classroom.

.and served as the basis for instruction. The second-grade pupils

wers the inhabi*ants of Betterburg. ‘They made the laws and ensured.

that all aspects of the town, such as commerce, culturai activities

&

#nd the postal service, were operational. .
Plorio defined erfective writing instruction as getting

ltué-ntl to write. She hypothesized that, while it is generally

difficult to get students writing in school, writing in Mrs.
Prank's classroom would not be avoided because it was connected to
something meaningful to the children, the existence of their
coomunity. The findings supported this hypothesis. During the
year the author observed the children.ishe found that they wrote
often and produced a variety of documents. In particular, students
wrote letters cOncprning'Betterburgf@lmost daily. When interviewed
at the end of the yearZabout their ébhool activities, the only
writing activity pupils explained in detail was letter writing.
Through these letteérs children engaged in a variety of writing

activities that involved the practice‘of a wide rangé of skills

" such as self-expression, persuasive writing, spelling and

punctuation. This study j1lustratess the importance

of establishing a sense of community in the classroom.

57
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Gil, The Decision-Making and Diagnostic Processes of Cllnséoon
Teachers

Gil studied, in an experimental and classréom setting,
teachers' diagnoses of children’s reading problems. Ten mid-
western teachers who had taken at least twé university courses
in the teaching of readlﬁg participated in the study. Teachers
first diagnosed two simulated cases of students with reading
difficulties: Subjects then were interviewed about their
classroom reading diagnoses. Data snalysis consisted-of product
measures (the results of teachers’ interactions with cases),
process measures (the manner in which teachers diagnosed,caseu).
and frequency measures (the diagnostic categories most often
mentioned during teacher’ interviews).

Gil found that teachers lacked comprehensive; systematic
str:tegies for collecting and using information to reach diagnostic
decisions. Comparisons between teachers' classroom and labor;tory
diagnoses revealed that teachers offered the same non-specific,
global and incomplete diagnoses in both settings, Teachers did.
not agree with each other on the process to determine the nltur;
of the reading problem for a case or on their final diagnosfic
judgments -for a case. Gil concluded that i{:chers need to be
trained more thoroughly in reading diagnosis.

“*
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Hammond & Adelman, Science, Values and Human Judgment

The purpose of this article was to illustrate how scientific
facts and social values can be integrated successfully though the
scientific study of human judgment. Other approaches to integrate
scientific information and social values; the ;dversary system and
the pereon-oriented approach, are inadequate because both methods
are ascientific and focus on-persons rather than methods. The
underlying assumption of the scientific approach toward the study
of judgment is that judgment is a human cognitive activity that can
be scientifically analyzed and improved.

The nuthors‘pro-enteq. through an ex;mple. the framework of a
scientific method for integrating scientific information and social
valuee. The example inv;lved @ dispute over the appropriate handgun
apmunition for the Denver Police Department. Pirst, policy-makers
and community members were asked to make social value Judgments
regnrding the relative desirability of hypothetical bullets described
in terms of severity of injury.'threat to bystanders and stopg}ng
effectiveness. Next, a panel of scientific experts provided,
through th; use of objectively measurable variables such as weight
and muzzle velocity of the bullet, ififormation regarding the
severity of injury, threat to bystanders and stopping effectiveness
of eighty bullets. Scientific and social value Sudgments then were
scientifically combined to reach social Judgments regarding the
acceptability of différent bullets. The overall acceptability of
L bullet was an additive combination ofs a) the weight or relative
importance policy-makers plaéed on stopping effectiveness multiplied
by expert judgments regarding stopping effectiveness, b) the weight
_policy-makers placed on injury multiplied by expert judgments re-
garding injury, and c) the weight policy-makers placed on threat to

7 -57- !
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bystanders multiplied by expert judgments regarding the threat.

In sum, the essential elements of a sci}ntific methods for in-
tegrating scientific information and social values are
objectively meagurable variables, social value judgmente by
scientific judgmente

and the analytic

policy-makers or community representatives,
regarding the effects of different alternatives,
al values and scientific facts.

integration of the socl
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MacKay & Marland, Thought Processes of Teachers

MacKay- and Marland used stimulated-recall to investigate the
nature of te:ch-rl' thoughts during jnwtruction. In a stimulated
recall study, t-lch-rs' lessons are audio- or videotaped. Sometime
shortly after the lesson, the researcher plays back the tape to the
teacher and helps the snstructor recall the thoughts and feelings
that lccompanied his/her behavior. ,

Six teachers, one from each of the firsc, third and sixth

_grade levels in two urban Canadian uchoolu. volunteered to participate

in this study. Pefore videotaping, teachers were interviewed about

their 1eseson goals-and how they intended to achieve them. Recordings
of two, one-hour lessons then werée made in each classroom. At the
end of the school day, tapes were played back to teachers to -
stimulate recall of their mental activity during each lesson.

i The authors developed a system to analyze this vcgbal report
data. Teachers' thoughts first were placed into one of,li—caacggzz:s
such as reflections or feelings. The frequencies of thoughts in
each category for each ‘1esgon were represented as percentages of
the total number of interactive thoughts in each lesson. This
data also was examined for the occurrence of rhenomena such as

decisions or principles.

5
AR

The authors reported that, in general, teachgra thought mostly
about their next instructional tactic and what had already «ccurred
in the lesson. Subjects rarely pondered their lesson plans during
instruction. However, they did reflect on lesson content which
auggests instructors were monitoring lessons to see that they were
proceeding as planned. Teachers made approximately 10 decisions
per lesson, usw.plly considering two alternatives per decision.

In implementing their lessons, teachers applied r-merous teaching

61 ™~
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principles regarding their interaction with pupils, such as

compensating the have-nots and suppressing emotions.

te
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McArthur, .The How and wWhat of Why: Some Determinants and Consequences
of Causal Attribution

McArthur investigated how causal attributions are formed. Causal

attributions are the perceived reasons-for why events occur. In an
academic setting .common -student attributions for failure on tests are
the teacher made the exam too hard and the student didn*t study.
Attribution theorists have proposed that people form attributions.on
the baeis of three types of information: a) consistency (generality
of the actor‘s behavior across different contexts), b) distinctiveness
(generality of the behavior across entities), and ¢) consensus
(generality of the behavior across other actors). The primary purpose
of this study was to determine whether different causal attributions
are the result of various combinations of distinctiveness, coﬁsensus
and consistencyinformation.

Ninety-five male undergéidu-tes at an eastern university’
participated in the study. Subjects filled out a 16-item guestionnaire.
Each item described a response made by another person (e.g.s John
laughs at the comadian). For the expérigental subjects, accdmpanying,
each response were three statements representing one of eight pOBBibl;
combinations of high or low consistency information, high or low
Jistinctiveness information and high or low’consensus information.

For example, after the response John laughs at the comedian, the
following pattern o{ informﬁtion might appear: 1) In the past John

has almoat always laughed at the same comedian (high consistency),

2) John also laughs at -lmost every other comedian (low distinctiveness).
and 3) Hardly anyone who hears the comedian laughs &t him (low con~
sensus). For control subjects no information regarding the response

was given. All subjects then were asked to indicate whether gomething

about the actor (e.g., John), something about the stimulus entity

63
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(e.g., the comedian), something about the particular circumstances,
or some combination of these three }actore caused the response
(e.g.» laugh) to occur.

The resuits indicated various information combinations lead to
different attributions. Attributions to the actor, for sxample,
occurred where thére was high consistency, low diitinctivenes;
and low consensus information whereas stimulus attributions arose
when there was high consistency, high distinctiveness.and high .
consensus. Distinctiveness informat ion had the greatest effeét on

both person and stimulus attributions.
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McNair; Clpturingnlnflight Decisions: Thoughts While Teaching

McNair used stimulated r-clll to study what teachers think about

while they teach. Ten -1en-ntlry school teachers were videot-ped

twice during the fall, winter and spring of a school year. At all
three time periodl videotapes were made of each teachers® morning
(low ability group).and- afternoon (high ability group) reading

lessons. Data analysis consisted of determining the frequency of

and categurizing particular types of thoughts.
McNair reported that while teachers’ thinking could be divided

into five major categories of concerns (pupil, content of lesson,

procedures, time, and materials), teachers tended to concentrate

mainly on two categories--the pupil and lesson content. Within

the pupil category, the sub-category of pupil learning was upper-
most in teachers' minds, and for lesson content, the sub-cltegory
of task was of greatest concern. Pupil learning addressed those
concerns related to students' understanding of the material.
Task encompassed teacher ‘statements that expresaed concern over
the learning -ctivity in which the group was enguged. Teacher
concerns ware not affected by time of year or group ability level.
McNair concluded that teachers® thoughts during interactive @

teaching were centered on the "fine tuning” of the activity in

which the group was engaged. Teachers interlcted with students

to see that the activity was going as planned. They made
slight adjustments (fine tuning) during ‘the 1esson to maintain
the orderly flow of activities.

-
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Morine-Dershimer, How Teachers "See” Their Pupils 4

-

The author investigated the -ffcct of instructional cont-xt on
teacher conceptions of pupils. Previous research indiclt-d that
three particular aspects of instructional context helped shape
teacher conceptions Of'ltud.ntll time of year (e.g., first dl& of
the school year), observational setting (e.g.s g-ﬂ;ral class in-
struction), and curriculum-management system (e.g., individualized
instruction). Morine-Dershimer systematically studied the relation
of these three contextual variables to teacher conceptions of

pupils. ..

Ten elementary school teachers were asked to complets a
categorizing task five times during m school year. The t-sf.con-
sisted of sorting a deck of cards containing the names of the )
teacher*s students into Piles, based on perceived similarities
and‘differencel among the students. Pupils grouped together wers
perceived "to behave or respond in similar ways". Teachers ;ere
not restricted to any specific number of piles or any particular
number of students within a pile.. After completing the card
sorting task, teachers were -si-d‘to describe the characteristics
of each group and to-sxplain how the groups differed from one
another. Data were collected at different points in the school
year and were gathered after general instruction and after specific
reading 1was;nu so that time of year and-.observational setting
would be systematically varied. Data analysis consisted of
examining the effects of the contextual ;lriibluu;on three aspects
of teacher conceptions of students: content (types of pinl
characteristics. identified during card sorts), logical structure .
(logical student groupings formed during the sorte such as
singling out atudents). and valence (positive, neutral and neg-tiv-

66
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1lb01| used to distinguish lnong stident groups).

.

<

The results indicated thnt teacher conceptions of pupils were
nffcct-d by three contextual Variables, primarily- tine 3f year but
tllo obnurvntlonnl setting and curriculum;management system. e
To&ch-rl. for example, t-nd-d to focus on particular types of
student chlract-rllticl at ditrerent times in the school Year.

At thg end of the firlt dny of school, when teachers were getting
to kno; their students, the focus was on pupil peraonality whereas,
at midyear, when tﬁiv-nphnais was on the instructipnal prggram.
teachers more fr-quehtly mentioned pupil 1nyo1vement in instruction.
Logical structurs also was influenced by tim;rlng curriculum-
managenant lxgt-n. The affective nature of teacher conceptions

was infl&cpcéd mostly by time. Negative affective labels peaked

in November and‘ then decreased while neutral labelling increased
-over the year and ﬁoaitive lpbelliqg remained constant all year

long.
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Peterson, Marx, & Clark, Teacher Planning, Teacher Behavior, and-

Student Achievement

‘Petereon. Marx & Clark investigated 1nd1v1dunl differences in
tencher planning, the extent to which 1natructora teach what they
planned to teach, and the effect of planning on student achicvoment
and attitude. Twelve experienced elementary school teachers
(6 female’and 6 male)..and 288 junior high school students participated
in the stud?f’jE;;rty781x groups with eight students per grouplvsre
formed randomiy»from the sample of itud-nti. Each teacher taught
the same social studies lesson to three different groups on three

different days. Teachers did not know the students and were not

Two weeks before the study began, measuree of the teachers’
verbal and rensoning}nbility. flexibility of cloaure and conceptual
level were collected. Three, days prior to t-nching. \nltructors
wers given eleven cognitive and affective objectives and th-
gsocial studles text material. Ninety minutes were reserved each
day before teaching for the gubjects to plan the dny'l lesaon.
reachers were asked to ‘think aloud vhile they planned each lesdson,
and their verbalizations nere tnpe-recordéd. To assess the outcomes
of 1ngtruction. at the end of tno day: students completed a multiple‘

choice achievement test, un essay uchievement test and an attitude

questionnaire.

The results indicated that, during planning, teachers focused
on the content (subject matter) to be taught and instructional
processes (student learning activities, teacher strategies, teacher

activities) but hardly congidered objectives. Individual differences

in teacher planning were related to teacher nptitudel. Teachers .

high on conceptual level, for example, directed more planning

.
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.

statements to instructional process and the learner whereas teachers

{ low on conceptual 1-:-1 tended to make mors planning statements ancd
more of these statements focused on lower order subject matter.
Teachers, in generai, instructed ifi a manner consistent with what

they talked about during planning. Teacher -effectiveness in relation
to student achievement and attitude tended to decrease from the first ®
to the third day of instruction. Furthermore, after the first day

of teaching, instructors who were the mofe prolific planners were

less effective in promoting student achievement and also received

lower student attitude scores for all three days.

« : 63
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Prawat, Teachers' Perceptions of Student Affect

To examine the ﬁpturﬁ of teachers' perceptions of students’
emotional clagsroom responges, Prawat asked eighty-four elementary
school teachers %o degcribe, focusing on students’ affective’
behavior, five typical situations involving students.that had
occurred in their classroom. Background information on the
teachers also was githered.

The written vignettes were analyzed to deterniq: over all
stories such information ass a) the main actor in the -events,

b) the teachers' primary emotional responss, c) the -context in
which the events occurred, and d) whether teachers viewed the
situations they described as problems and, if they did, whether
the problems were perceived as resolvable or unresolvable and
long or short-term. The results indicated that teachers
focused on group affect as well as individurd emotions.
Teachers' Tirst emotional response was inferred to be more
reflective than impuisive. The nost often cited context. for’ ERE
an event was an instructional activity.- Teachers tended to ,7
view the situcztions they described as long-term problems that
could be resolved through positive verbal intervention rather

than punishment. Teachers®' perceptions were influenced by

individual differences such as years of teaching experience.
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Shavelson, Cadwell & Isu Teachers’ Sensitivity to the Reliability
’ of Information in Making Pedagogical
Decisions: ’

The authors examined teachers’ sensitivity to the reliabilivy
of their information when making initial estimates of student
ability and instructionnl,decisionl. and their willingness to
reviss these estimates and diciaiéns when presented with additional
information which was.either telilb%e or unreliable. = One-hundred-
sixty-four graduate students in education at a large west coast
university, the majority of Qhom were teachers, participated in
the study. .

Subjects bsgan by reading a story ;baut Michael; a fifth-gra&e
student who lived with his fauily. These stories differed in terms
of the reliability and valence of the information regarding Michael's
socio-economic status, use of time and intelligence. This information
was either reliable (obtained from an interview with ﬁichael's paéents
or an intelligence test) or unreliable (based on an interview with a
classmate who hardly knew him) and palird a positive—}ﬁTZ;rSEs.
intelligent, hard-working child) or neéative k;ow SES, low-ability
child who wastes time) picture of Michael. After reading and thinking
abou” the story, subjects were asked to estimate the probability this
pupil would'obtlin higﬁ grades on his report card and to mak; three
instructional decisions. Subjects then were given additional reliable
or unrelisble and positive or negative information about Mic»ael's
academic ability, curiosity and itti;udo toward school and were usked
to ravise their initial estimates of the student’s future academic
performance and instructional decisions based on th{s new information.

The results indicated that teachers were sensitive toathe

reliability of the information they received and were willing to

.
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revise their jnitial sbility judgments and instructional, decisions
when given more information. These Tindings suggest that teachers

are good decision-makers.
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‘Sherman 4 Brown, Training Reading Specialists in Diagnosis

Sherman and Brown used Inquiry Theory to help improve the
clinical performance of reading specialists, The Inquiry Theory
of Clinical Problem Solving states that the interaction of
clinician and case is determined by the clinician’s memory and
strategy. The clinician's memory consists of a set of problems,
cues, treatments and the relationships among them. The clinical
strategy is the sequence of mental tasks which translates memory
into action. According to the Instructional Collary of Inquiry
Theory, the clinical performance during an interaction can be im-
proved by slterations in memory and strategy. The purposes of -
Sherman and Exown's study weret a) to determine if clinical memory
and strategy were related to performance in diagﬁﬁgzgj and b) to
see if clinical memory and strategy coyld/gg/;;nipula%ed to improve
diagnostic performance. . P

Thitty—six reading,sﬁ//ialists and teachers enrolled in a
grldunta,gggd}n;{uilgnosis course at a midwestern university
participated in the study. Subjects first were given a pretest
which included a Memory Battery Association Test and a Diggnostic
ﬁérformnnce Test. They tien received thirty hourse of clinical
training and practice in diagnosis. At the end of the five wesks
of instruction subjects were posttésted on the same battery of tests.

The test results indicated significant improvement in clinical
memory and disgnostic performance at thg end of *raining . No
measures of clinical strategy changes were provided. The authors
concluded that clinical memory and diag.ostic peb{ormance were re-
lated, and clinical memory could .be manipulated to enhance

dilgﬁostic performance.
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Stern & Shavelson, The Relationship Between Teachers’ Grouping
Decisions and Instructional Behaviorss An
Ethnographic Study

Stern and Shavelson examined, in-a nstural setting, teachers’
policies about grouping students for reading instruction and the
effect of grouping on-subsequent instructional behavior. Bther_
jnvestigators-had examined these issues in settings outseide-the
cl%gsrdoﬁ/but no one Systematically had observed teachers in their
classroom as they formed reading 5rou§s and carried out instruction.

The authors observed  whole class and emall group reading in- ’
struction in a fifth-sixth grade classroom at a university-
affiliated elementary school. Once the class was grouped for
instruction during the third week of the school year, the ten
stude:ts (six boys and four girls) who were members of the lowast
reading group and the ten students (six girls and four boys) who
were members of the highest reading group and their two female
teachers became the focus of the authors‘ observations. They were
observed forty-five minutes a day, on an average of iwo days 8 week,
over a six month period.. Throughout the study informal and formal
interviews were conducted with the two teachers who instructed the
highgst and lowest ability groups.

The results were consistent with findings from related
laboratory and survey research. Teachers grouped siudents rrimarily
on the basis of reading ability. Once grouped the group and not the
individual student became the unit for planning instruction.
Teachers' lesson plans for the lowest group differed greatly from
their -plans for the highest group. Procedures, reading aloud and

basic comprehension skills were emphasized during instruction fcr
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) , ’ Stevenson, Parker, Wilkinson, Hegion & Pish, Predictive Value of ‘
1 Stern & Shavelson, The Relationship Between Teachers' Grouping ... Pg. 2 of Teachers' Ratings of Young Children .
. , a
The authors explored the ability té predict students’' scholastic T

the low-ability group whereas student Ciscussion, writing and more .
performance during the early years of elementary school from

sophisticated comprehension skills were stressed during meetings |
teachers® ratings of children's cognitive abilities, work habits,

‘ of the high-ability group. Furthermore, students in the low group
and personal-social characteristics. Sixty-three K through third-

always received much more rigidly structured assignments than
grade teachers and approximately 200 studunts participated in the

students in the high group.
study. Kindergarten teachers rated 217 children at the beginning

and the end of the kindergarten year. At the conclusion of the ~
second grade, teachers rated 134 of the same children, and at the
end of the third grade, 146 children were rated. Kindergarten and
- gecond-grade rating scales were the same. The variables for the
’ rating ecnies were of three kypesn “those related to cognitive
abilities ‘such as learning ‘and memory, to classrqom skills such
ag working hard and paying attention, and to perso;nl-socinl ’ -
) characteristics such as social acceptance and adaptation to-new
‘ . situationz.” The only change in the third-grade ratings was the
addition of more scales related to personal-social characteristics.
) At the ;nd of the second grade, mothers of 116 of the students
rated their .children on most of the characteristics rated by their
. teachers, and, at the end of the third grade, 111 mothers rated their
children on the same variables rated by the second-grade mothers. ‘
Before kindergurten and at the-end of each grade students’ ‘
achievement in reading and mathematice was assessed by the Wide
Range Achievement Test. '
The results indicated that teachers’ ;-tinga predicted early
school performance. By the beginning of xindergarten, for example,

teachers' ratings predicted third-grade scholastic achievement.

Ratings of cognitive abilities were of the most utility in pre-

\ Q . '7 7 ‘ '
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Hegion & Fish, Predictive . . . )
Parker, Wilkinson, Hegton ' Vinsonhalér, The Consistency of Reading Diagnosis

-

Stevenson,

The sum of four cognitive

i formance. -
dicting future academic per Vinsonhaler, using an ”Inquiry ’ljheory” of clinizal problem loliring

retaining information,

v fective learnin ] . N
ability variables (artec - s as the basis of his research, studied the agreement of reading

nstructions) predicted achievement

1 »
vocabulary, and following clinicians* diagnoses of reading problems. Inquiry Theory assumes

Mothers*® ratings

! tire batt of ratings. )
simost as well &8 the OREHE = ne that diagnostic decisions are determined by a case (a simulated case

*g achievement as effectively as the
4ld not predict childrents of a student with a reading problem frequently encountered in the

+

ratings made DY teachers: ' public schools or an actual student exp-riencing a common reading

difficulty), clinical memory and clinical strategy. The Agreement
. ! ; Corollary of Inquiry Theory states that the greater the sinilagity
‘ of clinical memory for a particular case lnlelrticular set of \
clinicians, the greater the degree of diagn%étic agreement. The
Agreement Corollary also. predicts ;hat group agreement (measures of
agreement involving the comparison of individual diagnoses with group
diagnoses) should be greater than-or equal to intra-clinician
agreement (measures of agreement of ;n‘individull's diagnosit with
his diagnosis on an equivalent form of the same case) or inter-
clinician agreement (measures of agreement between clinicians for
the same case). Intra-clinician agreement also is predicted to be
greater than igter_clinician agreement.

Eight experienced and highly-respected reading cliniclians-from
- the mid-Michigan area were selected to participate in the study.

i Subjects collected data and wrote a diagnostic report for three .

simulated cases (the first and third cases were equivalent forms).

Each clinician received a case a week. The researcher ?hen computed
< measures of group, intra-clinician and inter-clinician agreement for
both the type of in}otmation gathered prior to diagnosis and the
% final diagnostic judgments.
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istency of ﬁilding Diagnosis . Pn;e 2

d a reasonable level of group agreement on

Aa predicted by\the Agreement Corollary,

-77~

Zahorik, The Effect of Planning on Teaching

.

- Zahorik examined whether teachers who planned a lesaon were

tha mean group agreement was greater than the mearr intra-clinician

or mean inter-clinician agreement, lnd the mesn intrn—clinician

agreenent was

greater than the mean inter-clinican agreement.

more sensitive and responsive to
than teachers who did not plnn.

from four suburban schoola partic

stu&ents auring inatruction
Twelve fourth-grada teachers
ipated in the atudy. six

teachers, selected randomly,

were given two weeks to plan a leason

Both inter-

and intra-c liniciﬁn agreement, however, were veTy

low. Expert clinicians did not :agree- with themselves or with each
other on diagnosis. Subjecta ahowed a higher level

of agreement with themaelves and other clinicians on the types of

jnformation gathe

red prior to diagnoses than on diagnoses.

»

on credit cardg while the remaini
topic immediately before they wer
Transcriptse of,nll,thlve lessons

if teachers who planned genuinely

ng aix teachera received the
e to begin instruction.
were analyzed to Qthrnine 7

prompted'more atudent ideas,

praised more atudent responae

s-and~S6licited fore atudent dia-

7
cussion than teachers who did not plan.

The results indicated that t
to plan the lesson were less like

develop ntudents idena than teac

eachera who had been given time
1y to permit, ancourage and
hers who had no¥ planned. ©On

&

the basis of these findings, z

ahorik concluded that teachers

who planned were less sensitive to students' ideas. He
gpeculated that planning may result in such atrict adherence to
objectives, activities and content that teachera forget about ' -
student input. Ideas regarding ways to remind instructors to yl
more responsive to students were diacuased.

-
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Fig. 1. sou factors contributing to teachers' pedegogicel judgments and
decisions (from Shevelson & Stern, 1981, p. 472).
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Figure 2. Model of teachers' decision muking during
{nteractive teaching (from Shavelson and Stemn,
1981, p. 483),
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Table 1
Studias of Teacher Planning®
L+

=2

Specifying Goals

or Objectives

Teachérs Heve

Content Focus:
. Method of . Student Activities
Study Subject Matter . During Planning Long-Term
Investigation "' vorials  Focus  Focus Unisportant or  Preactive Plens
Secondary
Berko (1978) Laboratory X X Contradictory X
Findings
Carnahan (1979)  Literature Review = X X 7
Clark & Elmore Classroom X
(1979)
Clark, Wildfong Laboratory X X
& Yinger (1978)
Clark & Yinger Laboratory X X X
(1979) )
Cooper et al. Literature Review X Sy i
(1979) ;
Joyce (1978-79)  Theoretical X X ’
Mintz (1979) Laboratory X X X X X
Morine (1976) Classroom/ X i X X X
Laboratory
Morine-Dershimer Classroom/ LI X X
(1978-7%) Laboratory y
Table 1 (continued)
Spoctl’alng'cuh Teachers Ha
. Content Focus: or Dbjectives eachers Have
Method of Sut ject Matter Student Activities During Planning Long-Tern
Study Investigation &'n{mruu Focus  Focus Unimportant or.  Preactive Plans
Secondary
Peterson ot al. Laboratory . X - X X X
(1978)
else see
Peterson & Clerk Laboratery
(1978)
Laborete X X : Contradictory
Russe (1978) retery firdings
Shavelson et ¢].  Laberetory ) S X - .
(1977) o .
Safth & Classroom . X X
Sendelbach (1979)
Stern & Shavelsen Classroom X X X Contradictary X
(1960) findings \
Tayler (1970) Classroen X X g X
Yinger (1977)- Ethnegraphy X . . X X ) X
Laherik (1975) Laboretery X X " lm .
o 9’

.Pro- Shavelson & Stern (1981, pp. 485-486). A blmk space-indicates the topic of ﬂg .

- column was not s focus of ths study,

-




